Max Dupain and the photography of Australian architecture by Boddy, Adrian
Max Dupain and the Photography 
of Australian Architecture 
Volume 2 - Interviews 
A thesis submitted for the award of the 
degree of Master of Applied Science (Research) 
of Queensland University of Technology 
by Adrian Boddy, B.Arch.(Melbourne) 
July 1996 
CONTENTS 
Number Page 
Title 1 
Table of contents 2 
Methodology 3 
1 Author interviews with architects 
1.1 Philip Cox 12 
1.2 Daryl Jackson 32 
1.3 Glenn Murcutt 56 
1.4 Lawrence Nield 91 
1.5 Harry Seidler 98 
2 Author interviews with photographers 
2.1 Max Dupain 108 
2.2 John Gollings 125 
2.3 David Moore 164 
2.4 Eric Sierins 187 
2.5 Wolfgang Sievers 213 
2 
3 Media interviews 
3.1 Carolyn Jones - Max Dupain 222 
3.2 Peter Ross - Max Dupain 244 
3.3 
Philip Adams and Gael Newton reflect on the life of Max 254 
Dupain 
3.4 
Mary-Lou Jelbart and David Moore discuss Dupain's life 261 
as a photographer 
4 Tributes 
4.1 David Moore -tribute 266 
4.2 Harry Seidler- an appreciation 268 
3 
Methodology 
Introduction 
Much has been written about Max Dupain's photography, and indeed throughout his long career Dupain 
wrote numerous articles about the subject generally. Nevertheless this author considered it necessary to establish 
primary information specifically about Australian architecture and its photography - both by Dupain and others. 
Given this aim, the following set of questions was prepared for distribution among a small group of eminent 
Australian architects and architectural photographers. 
The questionnaire's purpose was to chart possible relationships between architecture and architectural 
photography in Australia with special emphasis on the work of Max Dupain. Some interviews conducted mid 1990 
are of a less structured nature - perhaps this was due to a combination of the author's inexperience with oral 
techniques or simply the participants being uncomfortable with formally ordered questions. Nevertheless opinion 
gleaned from these interviews was central in the formulation of the argument contained in the thesis chapters 6 
and 7 in volume 1. 
Architect, photographer and others: an interactive model 
It has been suggested that architect and photographer are part of a self-sustaining matrix in which other 
key factors are the patron, the media and a set of 'other factors' (e.g., contributory elements such as the economy, 
government policy and public instrumentalities). The model may be represented diagramatically as follows: 
4 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
AJRICIHITI'IrlEIC'Ir • • • • JFIHI([])'Ir«JJGJRAJFIHIJEJR • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • • 
• • • •([])'IriHllEJR IF'AIC'Ir([])JR§ 
• • • • • 
• • • • • • 
lJ2lffi:lu!Rl©IT'il • • • • • • lil£ii~[Q)~ffi:\ • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
A series of questions in relation to this model now follows. For convenience they have been grouped under 
subheadings. 
1. Functions of architectural photography 
What purposes does architectural photography serve? What is it used for? Why is it done? 
Which of the following functions are especially important? 
• Design process photography, e.g. drawings, models, video simulations etc? 
• Documentation of past achievement? 
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• An art form? 
• Providing a 'forum' for discussing/debating the qualities of architecture? 
• Education, e.g. in-house, invited university lectures, lectures to the profession (e.g. RAIA)? 
• Promotion and publication, e.g. via magazines, books, brochures? 
• Recording the building process? 
• Recording architectural precedent? 
• Legal purposes? 
• Any others you consider important, e.g. photogrammetry, photo-montage? 
2. The development of architectural photography 
Who in your opinion have been the great Australian architectural photographers? 
What are your reasons for thinking so? 
3. The literature of architectural photography 
Have you done any reading about the development of architectural photography? 
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Who's doing the writing? Do you have any favoured authors? 
4. Innovation in architectural photography 
Do you employ photographers because they're regarded as being the innovators of their profession? 
What are they doing that you regard as important? 
5. Architecture 
Is there architecture in Australia which, in your opinion, is enhanced by photography? 
That is, are there cases where the quality of the photography is in advance of the architecture? 
6. Photographers 
Which photographers have you selected to illustrate your work? On what basis was the selection made? For 
example, was it their understanding of your architecture and what you are trying to achieve; was it technical 
excellence in B&W/colour? 
How do the photographers with whom you've had dealings view their work? Have any of them ever 'philosophised' 
about their profession? 
Are there any incidents that stand out in your experience which help to explain how the photographers 
understand their craft? 
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7. The architect-photographer link 
When did you commence the photography of your work? 
Which photographer did you select? On what basis, e.g. their understanding of your architecture and of what you 
are trying to achieve; technical excellence in B&W/colour? 
What in general do you ask the photographer to achieve, or do you not brief them? 
What is your method of briefing, e.g., phone, fax, joint site visit? 
Do you distinguish between an interior and an exterior photographer, i.e., do you specialise in your employment of 
photographers? 
What do you think of the work of the photographers that you haven't personally employed? E.g,. Sievers, Kos, 
Strizic, Dupain, Moore, Gollings, Mudford, Stacey ... others? 
Have there been any overseas architectural photographers whose work you have particularly admired? 
Do you distinguish between an architectural photograph and documentary photography of the built environment? 
If so, what criteria do you use in making the distinction; i.e., how do you define an architectural photograph? 
Other than yourself is there an association between an architect and photographer in Australia that you think is 
important? Can you say why? 
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Have there been any overseas architectural photographers whose work you have particularly admired 
8. Publications, the media, the public relations industry 
Are there any architectural publications the photography of which you admire? What is it that you admire about 
them, and why? 
Are there any publications whose photography you find particularly irritating, and why? 
9. Other factors 
The questions in this section relate to the influence 'other' factors exert on both architect and photographer. 
• The patron 
To what extent are you influenced in your choice of photographer by your patron (i.e., the person who has 
engaged you)? 
• Party politics, governments, government instrumentalities and legislation 
To what extent does the influence of government and government agencies affect your decisions to use 
photography in your work? 
• The economy 
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Does your decision whether or not to use photography reflect the state of the economy? In what way? 
• Others, e.g., the role of the real estate trade, the influence of environmental factors etc. 
Have you any comments on such issues that would help this project? 
10. Interactions 
Is photography a determinant of architecture. If so, how? Could you give some examples? 
To what extent does architecture determine the quality of the photograph? 
To what extent do you think the media, especially the specialist journals, are making demands on the design of 
architecture? 
Do architects succumb to pressure from the journals to create images that may look graphically spectacular in print 
form but are not necessarily good architectural practice? 
Is there a similar problem in relation to the patron; i.e., is the architect swayed by the knowledge that the patron 
wishes the finished product to appear photogenic? 
Are there any other significant sets of interaction that you have found to be important constraints? 
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11. Where might architectural photography go next? 
What are the possibilities for the future? For example, instant electronic imaging, fully manipulable upon person 
computers? 
What are the limitations? For example, cost, time, quality assurance? 
How do you see the possibilities being developed? How do you see the limitations being overcome? 
What can architectural photography do to promote the type of architecture likely to be appropriate in the new 
century? 
12. A note of appreciation 
Thank you for your assistance with this questionnaire. Your participation in this project is greatly valued and 
appreciated! 
The material gathered during interviews will be transcribed later. You will be provided with a copy of the transcript 
for your own reference and information. Where you feel amendment is necessary, your guidance is requested. 
ADRIAN BODDY, A.R.A.I.A., 
144 Pacific Rd., 
Palm Beach, 
NSW, 2108. 
Phone: 02-9745753. 
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Author Interviews with Architects 
Philip Cox interviewed by Adrian Boddy 
477 Kent Street, Sydney, September 14th, 1992. 
Philip, I sent you a copy of the thesis outline and a questionnaire, which may or may not form the basis of this 
interview. I didn't want to hit you with a whole series of questions out of the blue so to speak. Anyway the material 
should indicate the scope of the research. 
I think the 'interactive model' is good, in that it goes beyond the photographers to include the architects, critics, 
media, etc ... it seems very comprehensive. 
Which photographers have you principally used to record and demonstrate your architecture? 
Well there was Max Dupain, Wesley Stacey, Grant Mudford, David Moore, John Gollings. We've tried many others 
too, in an attempt to encourage them, and they've mostly failed (laughs). 
Do you think the exponents I've mentioned, plus Sievers, Strizic, and Kos are those that represent excellence in 
the field? 
Grant Mudford and Wes Stacey are both peripheral in a way but interesting nevertheless. They have more than 
flirted with the subject matter. Given the opportunity, Grant Mudford would have loved to have done more, but 
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architects didn't react positively to him. What we were looking for was different to what he was looking for. We went 
past each other. I mean he is obviously very interested in architecture - but differently to the way architects look at 
their work. And the same with Stacey; he takes a completely different viewpoint. You could never commission him 
to photograph a building - it would be impossible - he wouldn't know what to do! I've tried in the past to do just 
that but...l've done four books with him ... so I've spent a lot of time talking to him about architecture. With historic 
buildings he's not too bad, but he sees it as a landscape experience. Wesley does not look at form or texture or 
whatever the 'Dupain eye' sees. Max's eye is totally and utterly sympathetic to the architects eye. And it doesn't 
matter whether he is working with Murcutt or Seidler or me. He was able to satisfy all of us because there was a 
common objective. But David Moore isn't like that. David is very patchy as far as I'm concerned. I don't say that in a 
derogatory sense - but patchy in that sometimes he does brilliant things and sometimes it's just bloody awful; he 
can lose the whole meaning of the building as far as I'm concerned. But I would honestly say that Max never lost the 
spirit of the building. He was always able to instantly see the ethos of the situation and to zoom in and enrich it. 
So you regard Max as the consummate Australian architectural photographer? 
Absolutely. 
I don't think he has a parallel anywhere in the world really. I think he was the greatest. I think it was his great love, 
apart from the social aspect of his photography. Things like 'The Meat Queue' or 'The Bathers' are wonderfully 
classic images. At the same time I always feel that they are incidental to the real Max Dupain and his architecture. 
They are almost architectural anyway - the bodies and forms are architectonic. By contrast, consider David 
Moore's women in 'Redfern Interior' (1949). He's interested in their plight, their despair, not their forms. Now if Max 
was doing that they would appear as sculpture, all mass and solidity. 
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'The Sunbaker' has always reminded me of a Renaissance bronze with that pyramidal composition weighted on it's 
pedestal of sand; the individual's personality is irrelevant. 
Absolutely. It's all Henry Moore solidity ... marvellous. 
David Moore is quite different - even though he reacted very strongly [to demonstrate his architectural interest] 
when he had that exhibition on the Western Distributor Expressway about ten years ago ('79). Somehow it wasn't 
the celebration of the expressway but rather the forms acting as a catalyst for David's photography. I worked with 
him on The Australian Functional Tradition and that was interesting because he tried very hard to see architectural 
form. It was again taken very differently to the way Max would have interpreted the buildings. I think that it is one of 
the best architectural essays that David has ever done. He really started to get involved with simple forms, 
geometric relationships, textural quality; he didn't have to go right into the feeling of the building. I suppose it 
would be interesting if you gave David an exercise to take say the Palace at Versialles or something classical like 
that. How would he react to the intellectual approach of what the architecture is? and how would he respond to 
that? My prediction - badly! And none of the photographers ever do - they go overseas frequently (with the 
exception of Max) and they never photograph the architecture- landscapes, people, boats, ... you name it but it's 
never the celebration of architectural form. 
Perhaps that's because David is principally a photojournalist and he's really interested in telling a story. He speaks 
about photographing architecture under all conditions - rain, hail, or shine, because that's the way it exists. 
That may be so but it's not the point (of architectural photography). He goes out and takes say ten rolls and we try 
to sort out the possibilities later. Max would take one - the right one! He'd walk around the building and then he 
would take one photograph and it was always superb. If he got really excited he'd take two or three (laughs). But 
you'd know you'd been successful architecturally with Max if he took more than one. 
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Nevertheless David is still highly regarded as an architectural photographer perhaps because a lot of Max brushed 
off on him. I remember very early in 1963 and we'd just finished Emerald Hill. David Moore was very friendly with ian 
Mckay. ian suggested David do the photography, but I wanted Max. Well David went there and took the worst lot of 
photographs I have ever seen; absolutely the most spiritless images - missed the point every time! So then we 
sent Max and he came back with sheer poetry; everything that we wanted to say had been expressed in those 
photographs. There is the difference. David has never altered his attitude- that of a realist- that the commodity 
of architecture can be taken under any conditions. That the building should be able to speak under any physical 
conditions. That's rather silly really. You simply can't see a building that manipulates light on a dull day; you can't 
deal with a building and it's relationship to the landscape unless you take a distant view. 
To me it's like taking a portrait of someone who's just got out of bed. Same person, but not under the best of 
circumstances! 
Onto another, sometimes controversial photographer, John Go/lings. 
Yes. I think John fits between the polarity of Max and David. It's interesting that Max and David both wanted to 
become architects, and John finished his first degree, so John has had the greatest exposure in an educational 
sense. I think he marries the two extremes. On occasions he also worries me as an architectural photographer. I'm 
thinking of the things he did for Denton Corker Marshall and Jack Chia in 1984 in relation to No 1 Collins Street. 
Jack Chia's head is far more important than the building. Even though that image is highly celebrated- marvellous 
-at the end of the day is it really an architectural photograph in the sense that it is celebrating the building? I think 
the publicity of the building was increased enormously because of that photograph. But the portrait is more 
interesting (dominant) than the building. And then there was the work for Daryl Jackson with the sheep and leaping 
horses etc- well they seem more interesting than the building too. You zoom in on those parts of the image- at 
the metaphoric language - it almost becomes surrealistic. That is foremost in his mind and he is genuinely the 
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artist. He manipulates the building to explore an ethos; but he never confirms with the architect that is a true 
interpretation of the ethos. It's Gelling's interpretation of the ethos. It can be a love - hate relationship between 
Gollings and the building. 
I've heard both reactions; from both admiration of artistry to obstructive ego centrism regarding that period of his 
photography. It probably goes back to his need to experiment and to break new ground- and almost by definition 
genuine experiments sometimes get away from you! 
M'mm. 
When he was in India he produced work very much like the 30's photographer Martin Herlimann, who did all those 
Thames and Hudson publications on India and China and so on. The sepia print and the very 1930's classic 
approach to architectural photography. They could fit well into Banister Fletcher ... Painting the building with light.. .. 
it's almost a schizophrenia that he has with the 'classic' verses the 'outrageously romantic' interpretation of the 
artist. 
Perhaps the use of colour should be mentioned. I think Gollings is by far the greatest colour photographer. Max 
was a black and white man but never colour. David has a better colour sense than Max. I think that Max probably saw 
the world in black and white (laughs). He just couldn't cope with colour - I haven't seen one good colour 
photograph of his. 
I think to be fair, there are quite a few examples in Harry Seidler's new book. But Max himself was scornful of colour, 
he almost regarded it as a denial of the photographer's art (or craft as he would put it). 
Perhaps I can quickly go through your questionnaire as a first run and that might generate some ideas. 
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On the functions of architectural photography, and I'm just going to talk about the matrix that you have here. 
The vast majority of people will never actually experience the building. They will never go into it, explore it, maybe 
never have the opportunity of ever seeing it in the flesh. So the photograph is the building. And this applies 
particularly to overseas work. If you are being published overseas your work will largely be assessed by the way in 
which the photographs respond - along with the written word. So that it is an absolutely necessary form of 
communication and interpretation of any built form. We believe that (interpretation) is one of the most important 
functions of photography; everything else is derivative. 
It is used for publications, marketing, in-house study, and we are now noticing that photography has a very 
important archival value - as buildings age and become altered with the passage of time. The record of the 
building from the beginning is therefore very important. After the architect departs the scene the building is never 
going to be the same- it gets covered with foliage or altered in other ways. When I look back at some of our early 
projects that Max photographed it's rather interesting to see the effects of a relatively short passage of time. 
Design process photography - yes but we don't use professionals. We take a lot of slides of drawings and 
models. We only use professionals when we consider the outcome should be an art form; otherwise it's simply a 
record of whatever is necessary. 
A record of past achievement, yes. It's very important when you come to do something like a monograph, to see 
the progress of time over your collective work. Likewise for exhibitions -such as the one we recently held at the 
Art Gallery of N.S.W. It clarifies and sharpens the thinking process, gives a sense of where one is going. So 
perhaps it is with the assistance of the photographer, as the artist, that you are able to do it [maintain a record of 
images]. It's a rather strange marriage at that point. I always consider architecture as a very important balance 
between art and sculpture. The photographer is silent; I don't know many photographers who are articulate in 
terms of what they say about what they do. The work is their statement and that's as it should be. 
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I know what you mean; when I suggested this thesis topic to Max he looked somewhat bemused because he 
couldn't imagine what you could write about; the photograph was enough in his view. I hope he's not right about 
that! 
I find it important to use photographers as a catalyst to debate architectural philosophy or, where we are going .... so 
providing a forum for discussing the qualities of architecture and in the journalistic sense. 
Perhaps for lectures too? 
Of course. When I was in Montreal, (you invariably use slides) speaking to a couple of thousand people, it was so 
important to have the appropriate images to communicate the 'who are we', 'what are we', 'what environment are we 
designing in?' Compared to other countries it's like designing on the moon - you've got to communicate the 
message of our strange and unique place. This, and social attitudes are far more easily expressed by photography 
than words I find. People can understand the reaction between Australian's and the landscape, which I've always 
maintained is the really strong issue in our art, literature and architecture. It's the response to the landscape that 
distinguishes our architecture; and to be able to demonstrate that is terribly important. When you make a verbal 
point someone could think- well the Finns did that too, or Frank Lloyd Wright did it in America. But they did what 
they did in an entirely different way. The photographed image makes the distinction absolutely clear. It may be that 
the architecture in the landscape, with people, at that point in time, may be very important rather than the 
architectural view- of caressing the building. It also becomes increasingly important as the world becomes more 
accessible. My belief is that we must expose ourselves internationally. We cannot afford to be insular. It doesn't 
mean we have to lose whatever Australian architecture is. 
For in-house lectures and discussions we use amateur material. For example on Friday afternoon we have people 
who bring in slides to discuss the broader aspects of architecture. Maybe we'd have thirty or so interesting 
18 
presentations each year- but that does not involve the sort of professional photography that you are concerned 
with. It is amazing to see who are competent and who simply can't see through the lens. Often the brain and eye 
just don't connect somehow! I suppose I'm one of those people - not very good at photography at all. I think I'm 
getting better but I hated seeing through the lens! I wanted to do things with a camera but it never happened! 
(laughs) Well I've seen your work and you are able to see through a lens and that's a gift. Other people can't. I think 
that the trouble is that I'm thinking about something else when I struggle with this framing-up business ... ! can never 
concentrate on what I'm looking at. 
Books, brochures, publications yes they are all terribly important. We are always producing bloody brochures; 
every commercial job requires one. It's the way of the world. And they all involve photography - an enormous 
amount of it. We spend about half a million dollars on photography and printing each year. It's expensive- and we 
select photographers for their expertise. Some are good at models, others drawings. David Moore is good with 
model photography, Max was excellent. It's horses for courses. 
Do you record the building process? 
Yes. Buildings are recorded by our site architects weekly. We have volumes of such photographs. They are legal 
documents and are used as evidence in disputed cases. It may be footings that are photographed, or the pouring 
of concrete, or walls being erected; the progress of the job, all situations are religiously taken by the site architect. 
They are stored either at the site office or with the client. It is almost a legal requirement to follow that procedure 
these days. They are pretty dreary pictures, evidence photographs if you like, but that's what they are. 
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What about the recording of architectural precedent? For example the recording of a building type from vernacular 
housing to contemporary galleries or laboratory buildings. 
Whenever I go overseas I think of material for lectures - from street furniture to good examples of urbanism or 
whatever. 
So you don't think so much about the quality of the image, rather that the photograph is a good example of 
something to be discussed; a reference more or less. 
I think only in terms of lectures or being able to explain something to a client. I find also that I don't take the classic 
shots (they can always be accessed elsewhere). More often it is a detail or the colour of a particular element. 
Do you use photogrammetry or photomontage? 
Yes they are both very important. The former is extremely expensive but it is still the only effective way of 
measuring an existing building with speed. We have surveyors to do this for us because the frequency for it is not 
all that great. If you were restoring the Sydney G.P.O. or the Lands Department Building that would be the most 
effective method. 
Photomontage is done all the time. Even a minor local-council matter is montaged. They want to see the impact of 
the proposed building shape or form on the existing environment. We do this work ourselves and we do it badly. I'd 
like to know a photographer who does do it well. 
Well you're looking right at him! 
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Good. I'd like to look at some examples, because it's always in demand. 
Could you briefly chart the photography of Australian architecture in terms of the major exponents, and say 
something about each? 
Well the beginning of architectural photography in this country must be with the Holtermann Collection, including 
the records of the goldfields, Sydney Harbour, North Sydney ... the panoramas. 
Is their work, (that of Merlin and Bayliss) really architectural photography or a documentary record? 
I think it was clearly architectural. If you look at Gold and Silver ... Photographs of the Australian Goldfields from the 
Holtermann Collection by Keast Burke it will confirm that view. I think the photographer was very wrapped up in the 
buildings- the textures, the huts, the windlasses; the whole form is very architectural. 
The next person who comes to mind is Harold Cazneaux, who I believe photographed the Rocks area superbly. 
Perhaps the best ever- particularly Lower Fort Street. 
I'm glad you said that because I think his work is generally undervalued by critics these days. He is too often 
dismissed as a Pictorialist who romanticised light and composition. 
Well I don't agree - his photographs of Camden Park are better than Max's, they are sheer poetry. I love 
Cazneaux's work, in fact as I've said, on occasions it's ahead of Dupain. There is a gentleness, softness, serenity, a 
sensitivity that is lacking from Max's hard lines and planes. 
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There was Damien Parer too, but he was obviously more interested in action and danger. 
Then you come to Dupain, Moore, Gollings, as the major players with Mudford, Stacey and Dick Stringer from 
Brisbane. 
Strizic? No, I used to hate his photography. He did all that work with Robin Boyd. I thought his architectural 
photographs were dreadful -they never explained anything. I used to get an agg' reaction to them, they were so 
frustrating! He never seemed to stand back and put the building in a context, all you got were a series of details. 
There was also Dr Graeme Robertson; he produced books on colonial houses in Tasmania- wonderful. I think he 
celebrated Tasmanian architecture more than any other person I can think of. Max thought very highly of his work. 
Those images of houses on frosty mornings with white lawns, sparkling and clear are just superb. 
I'm not familiar with Sievers work. 
Sievers' Australian reputation is as an industrial photographer. In 1938 he brought Bauhaus training and 'the new 
objectivity' directly to Australia. He was a friend of Max's, had many architectural commissions in Melbourne up to 
the mid-60's, and was a vety significant influence on John Go/lings; that's why I think he is a necessaty inclusion in 
the thesis. 
The person who I think influenced Dupain and therefore others was Hardy Wilson - not through his photography 
but his sketches. Wilson's process was interesting - he used to go out and take photographs and copy them, or 
rather enrich them through his drawn and painted interpretation of light and shade. In fact that quality of light and 
shade was very much Dupain's concern. When one looks at Hardy's work you can't help noticing how photographic 
it is. But it transcends the mere copyist; it's far more eloquent than that. 
On the question of literature and architectural photography I'd have to say that I didn't realise that these books 
existed. I am not likely to be drawn to say a history of the subject but if there was something written on Australian 
architecture and photography I'd be very interested indeed. 
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Do you employ photographers because they are innovators in their profession? 
I employ photographers because I like their work! They don't have to be innovators. If that comes through the 
commission that's fine, but I choose because of an ability to interpret the architecture. If a photographer is trying to 
break new ground for themselves well that may even be frustrating to you. If you've chosen them on the basis of 
past work then you would want the commissioned work to reflect that - not some new technique that may well just 
be interesting to the photographer. 
Is there a particular architecture in Australia that is enhanced by photography? 
Yes, I think that the modernist movement is enhanced enormously. I think Seidler's work for instance, his 
reputation as an architect is totally dependent on photography. In reality I think that it is a second-rate experience. 
Often people look at his work as the photographer saw it. It's much easier for the photographer to take something 
that is classical rather than romantic. Romance is difficult photographically - there are too many issues. The 
classical palette is form, light, shadow, point of view; it's the intellectual, studied, composed, translatable form. The 
architecture virtually dictates where the image will be taken from .... you shall stand here Max ... click.(laughs} That's 
why they had such a successful working relationship. 
The romantics can suffer photographically, but classical architecture is often enriched. 
Are there cases where the quality of the photography is in advance of the architecture? 
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I think with the Futurists and the Deconstructivists photography was in advance of their work. I always think the work 
of Balla, stirred the visual aspects of deconstruction apart from Derrida. Visually you can see when Balla was doing a 
lot of movement stuff - that there is no single object, that an object is perceived as a fluttering of images that 
constitute movement and pattern and somehow that was about 50 years ahead of the output of the Futurists and 
the Deconstructivists. It's very interesting to look at some of those earlier photographs and then seeing later work. 
At a more everyday level, any good photographer enhances the experience (of architecture). Any true artist 
heightens the experience of what they are doing. 
On the other hand, I think there are buildings, the Kimbell Museum of Art comes to mind, where the photography is 
infinitely less than the real architectural experience. I've never seen (and I've personally tried) photographs which 
do the building justice. 
Yes, you have that problem with the photographic interpretation of great spaces. I've never seen an image of a 
Gothic cathedral that captures it's true quality. There are spaces that you just can't photograph! Again it's the 
romance of it. 
Are there any examples that you can remember of outstanding photographic craft? 
Mostly bad ones (laughs). 
John Gollings took a series of dawn images of Yulara and Ayres Rock- there was an unbelievable quality of light 
and I was absolutely taken by them. 
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Those images demonstrate the relationship between a unique landscape and building form; profoundly evocative, 
and just the sort if thing we spoke if earlier ..... in explaining Australian architecture to an international audience. 
When did you commence the photography of your work? 
In 1962. Emerald Hill, with Max Dupain and David Moore. The material in those days was black and white. I still 
believe Gollings was the first person to successfully work in colour. In terms of briefing, I usually go to the site with 
the photographer. Max used to insist on it. He'd ring up the night before, yes the sky looks good, I'll see you at 6 
a.m., then we'd chat in the car. Max wanted you to tell him about the building and what you were trying to achieve. 
David was not interested to the same extent. 
Do you distinguish between interior and exterior photographers? 
Yes, there are great differences. I think that the quality of interior photography has improved enormously with the 
advent of the magazines -the Belle's and the Vogue Living's. I'm not sure who does that work but some of it is 
stunning. 
Do you regard that work as architectural photography or is it photojournalism which flirts with architecture but is 
essentially concerned with lifestyle? For example, a Murcutt house in these particular magazines is drained of its 
architectural essence by the vases of flowers in the foreground, and the formal table settings etc; the same house 
will look quite different in say A.R. 
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Yes I know what you mean. I recently saw some coloured photographs of the Done House- wildly exaggerated 
colour, odd angles, ... it's a very negative experience that can only be remedied by visiting the building. I can't say 
much more because I'd like to know more about interior photography myself. Overseas magazines contain some 
very seductive interior images. G.A. with the work of Futagawa is brilliant. 
Could you comment on the work of Australian photographers you haven't employed? 
On that list, only Sievers, Kos, and Strizic I haven't employed. (Stringer, as well as all the others I have). I'm not really 
familiar with the work of the first two; Strizic I've already had words about. 
In your opinion, who are the outstanding overseas photographers? 
Well Futagawa, who we have already mentioned, he's outstanding. I frankly can't think of too many others. There 
are no Brits' that I like; Americans? ... ! always try to think is there a stunning piece to remember them by. 
Ezra Stoller, for example, has done all Richard Meier's work- he's regarded as the grand old man of American 
architectural photography. 
Well those photographs are beautiful, but again it's the classic architect with the classic photographer. The visual 
record is stunning. When you go to a Meier building one's reaction is not always the same. Again it's a case of the 
photography being more impressive then the actual experience. I came away very disappointed from most of 
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Meier's buildings. They are one, two, three, kick stuff; the choreography is so predictable. You think, god, not 
again- whether it's in Frankfurt or New York it's all the same! 
Do you distinguish between architectural photography and the documentary photography of the built 
environment? 
I suppose one is implied art. By the use of the word documentary it suggests recording the wider view. When you 
mention 'architectural photography' - yes I expect art; I expect more than a photograph. I expect, as I do with a 
portrait, the photographer to behave as an artist - to interpret the architecture through his own psyche. It's the 
creative frenzy that's important. 
This question came up when I was discussing Walker Evans' Houses and Billboards in Atlanta (1936) with David 
Moore. His view or definition is much wider than Max Dupain's - who would argue that they are not in fact 
architectural photographs but social commentary. 
Well I think the photograph tells you a lot. The controlled composition and point of view would suggest that it is an 
architectural photograph. The way the power line ties the gables together is very considered. It looks as if it's drawn 
in! So I think I'm saying that an architectural photograph demonstrates an intellectual and emotional fervour in 
reacting to the building(s). It's true art rather than accidental, haphazard, fortuitous, or achieved through 
circumstances like simply being there. 
I've probably spent more time with Wes Stacey and was closer to what he was trying to do than any other 
photographer- Max and David included. Yet, for many reasons, that encouragement fell on infertile soil. He was 
heading in a direction that was exciting but he chose another path and has been repeating (I think) rather 
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indifferent landscapes without turning people on. The measure of any art is whether you can communicate the 
emotions you experience to others. If not, then you've failed as an artist -you just don't get there. 
Can we discuss some questions regarding the media?. 
Well I think the G.A.Series is largely sustained by quality architectural photography. It is sheer poetry and there is 
enormous visual stimulation in looking at beautiful things. They cause you to pause and remember. The only 
person who might do it in Australia is Colin Wood of Design Inc; apart from that I can't think of anyone. I buy 
Architecture Australia out of perversity, it's just boring. 
In terms of the building patron influencing the choice of photographer, I'd say nil. We never get asked by the owner 
to photograph the building. Probably because they'd have to pay for it! We pay for all the architectural 
photography. So we are the patrons of the photographers. 
In times of greater affluence we do spend more on photography- our brief would be less restrictive and we would 
have more buildings to be photographed. Not every building that we do is photographed by a 'name' 
photographer. So yes, our budget in affluent times would be bigger. 
In terms of 'other factors' we are doing the restoration of the Swan Brewery in Perth. I'd love to commission an 
architectural and social photographer to document that project. The site has two hundred screaming people 
outside it- absolutely violent. The angry faces as you enter the site shouting scab,scab, .. ! To document the history 
of the building's restoration would be very very interesting. A social commentary, with the architecture as a growing 
backdrop. It would be difficult though -the 'demonstrators' flee as soon as you get a camera out. They are all paid 
$40.00 per day to be agitators. There are no aboriginals down there. The issue is that in 1880 the brewery was built 
on an aboriginal woggle trail. The State Government then took issue, put heritage orders on the building - which 
was then vacated. This is the classic fight - between the people who want to preserve the natural environment 
and those who want to preserve the built environment. You can't win. The W.A. Government have said that the 
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built environment is more important. It's been there over 100 years and they are keeping it despite the aboriginal 
claims. We, as the architects, are caught in the cross-fire. 
Is photography a determinant of architecture? 
In the sense that when you are designing a building are you thinking of how it will appear on a piece of film? We 
probably covered that earlier when we discussed classic and romantic architecture. 
To what extent does architecture determine the quality of the photograph? 
Well I think you only have to look at Walker Evans work to see that you can have a wonderful photograph of a very 
indifferent building. The qualities expressed may be highly emotional ones that transcend the object in question. 
That is a determinant in any good photographers work. If not, then they are just not artists. 
Perhaps the work of Lewis Baltz is the most extreme of this type. His elevational studies of West Coast ticky-tacky is 
quite exquisite. He uses the precise point of view and careful cropping that is characteristic of Mudford (or is it the 
other way round). 
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Well I don't know that work. I'm half way through this book on suburbia and I've tried to get half a dozen 
photographers interested in it. Nobody has expressed any interest in the subject. I think it's the opportunity of a 
lifetime to photograph suburbia. They could love it, hate it, do anything you like with it- I don't care because I'm 
writing the words. I can't get an expression of interest! I'm only saying this because you could photograph suburbia 
(which individually you might hate) but you'd come away loving the photographs (laughs). 
Do you think that our specialist journals are making demands on the design of architecture? 
Well, I think a lot of younger designers are absolutely determined that whatever they do looks good in a 
photograph; at the expense sometimes of what is architecturally necessary. And that is a pity. Often only the 
trained eye can tell, the layman would simply think it looks fantastic. 
I suspect, (I don't know) that with the advent of the lower cost, full-colour magazines say late '70's on - there was a 
demand on the part of editors to seek difference in form and colour for their own publications sake. A bit like 
sensationalist journalism -good news and truth don't sell newspapers. 
I think Eisenman was very guilty of that- novelty for it's own sake. 
On the other hand I am surprised how little the building patron uses the image of the building in magazines for 
publicity. Ayres Rock (Yulara) and the Maritime Museum are two examples where the owners don't utilise the image 
of their buildings as much as I would have expected. Very strong images that are photographically appealing- but 
they don't for some reason. 
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Could we talk a little about future directions for architectural photography? 
I think there might be a change as computers become more sophisticated. There will be a move away from stills. 
The walk through, the fly through coupled with video links are the thing that clients love- the train ride, the walk 
through, the experiencing of space which the computer is able to do quite adequately now. I think that, coupled 
with the dynamics of normal movie technology will increase. So I think we will be looking to people, particularly on 
very large projects, to be sensitive to architectural photography in a new way. Multi-image projection is still 
impressive, I saw an example recently in San Francisco -they spent about two million dollars on the room with 
sound and images. It was the most brilliant presentation I'd ever seen, at the Embarkadero, I think it was sponsored 
by Rockefeller - marvellous. Architects selling a couple of new buildings in down-town San Francisco. The 
limitations are certainly cost and time. Anything dealing with photography is hideously expensive. Photographers 
must be the most highly paid people per hour! About $1 ,000 per day! That's a lot of bucks! I think the limitations will 
only be overcome when more realistic budgets are attached to these projects rather than treating them as 
incidentals. There has to be a proper co-ordinated plan with all other aspects of graphics. 
There is a question of pre and post design presentation too. In the case of the former, the computer is all very fine 
but post design presentation is very different. It would more than likely involve different people. You may use the 
post phase to feed back into a series of images to support the proposal. You might even use other people's work. 
In the case of a city for Kuwait we'd use environmental images from all over the world to explain various points of 
view. Perhaps they'd be mixed with a proportion of computer generated material. It's a very enriching experience. 
I don't think photography can be used to promote the future. It can be used to demonstrate the past and the 
present. Drawings promote the future, photography is realism or surrealism at the extreme. It's interesting that 
architects who use graphic presentations like Zaha Hadid rarely use photography - her work is all drawn. She 
doesn't ever splice the photograph into her graphics. 
I'd like to think about the subject a bit more and if you want to ask more specific questions well that's fine. 
End 
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Daryl Jackson, interviewed by Adrian Boddy, 
Rose Street Chippendale, Sydney, July 7th, 1993. 
Thanks for agreeing to this interview. 
As you know I'm interested in the theory and practice of architectural photography and I'm gathering material for a 
thesis on the subject. Being a practitioner and educator, I really value your contribution to the subject. You've 
already alluded to the importance of drawings and photographs in your essay 'Sensibility and Structure Beyond 
Earth and Sky' in your firm's publication Daryl Jackson Drawings and Photographs (1984). 
That's an old timer (laughs and then commenting on the questionnaire). 
Well your interactive model of architect- photographer- patron- media- other factors is fine and at the end of 
the day probably all factors impact on the outcome. The "other factors" should be more explicit or simply called 
"externalities" to the problems. There are other issues that suggest themselves - photography as art; 
photography as technology; photography as communication(s). Now if you take photography as an art form then 
you can see photographers moving down the path, simply making a fantastic photograph as a piece of art 
irrespective of its other purposes- so it has an immaterial value. 
Can you identify examples of that sort of work. 
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Well that might be Max Dupain or David Moore or John Gollings taking photographs with architecture as its topic but 
with the idea of an exhibition for themselves uppermost in mind. 
So the architecture is a vehicle for their photography? 
Yes- that's very clearly their sense of purpose. So what I think you have to be clear about is really where they are 
in their pursuit of the game, and what their purpose is. But there are superb architectural photographs taken by all 
the people you mention for which the pursuit is for them as a photographer with the photographic art uppermost in 
mind. The architecture is a vehicle for that. These aren't exclusive realms but there are photographs taken of that 
kind. 
So you accept that architectural photography can be art? 
Yes indeed. 
That's interesting because Max Dupain argues against that position - he constantly described photography as 
craft. 
Well Max may be coming from the point of view that photography is not 'art' at all. He's allowed that view, but I think 
that any form of expression relative to the human being that moves toward the immaterial (the spiritual) is an art of 
some kind. Whether you like it or not. You may profess not to be an artist if you assemble a whole bunch of junk in 
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your backyard and make a series like Simon Rodia's towers at Watts in Los Angeles. He didn't think he was making 
art yet people now go to Watts, look at his towers and judge them to be art of another kind. So the experiences that 
human kind enters into may not actually profess to have a purpose in some areas- but emerge and be judged to 
be art. So those judgements are not ours to make sometimes. I wouldn't want to say Max is wrong, all I'm saying is 
that there is another view. 
Now there are people, very consciously, like Sievers, who put their architectural photography on the plateau of 
'high art'. Coming from their very strong European vision they are geared up in the sense of photography being a 
20th century medium essentially. And leading from stills into movies - if you take the correlation between the art 
form of the still camera to the art form of cinema where the moving picture becomes the dialogue and how one 
takes the whole theory of that is of interest I think. It feeds back into architectural photography in ways that we 
haven't thought through. 
Anyway I think photography can be an art and some of the works (of those people) has, in my view, been taken with 
their performance as artists rather than the performance value of the piece of architecture - as art. Now they are 
not always mutually exclusive realms but you can see how a photographer's eye may move down to a formal 
proposition vis-a-vis the judgement about a picture as opposed to the artistic eye of the architect working toward 
the architectural disposition. They can merge but they can be explicitly different. 
The question of photography being technology, and I don't know whether that's Max's view or not, is that any 
medium of expression has a technological application. Whether you are a pianist, conductor or painter there is a 
technical position that has to be acquired. Some people deny the fact that technology enters into it- well with a 
camera you can't avoid it. You can't avoid the new technology of computers- if you look at what Gollings has in his 
studio. You can't deny the development of fantastically fast film. So you have to say that photography is a 
mechanical art in that respect whereby the properties of the film are enabling and facilitating new forms of 
expression that previous generations have not seen. So the high degree of 'techno' pursuit that people can 
manage with lenses, film, development processes and so on are meaning that the state of the art is being released 
by new forms of technology- if you like to take it that way. 
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I think that's one of the remarkable things about John Go/lings - he's been a photographer now for thirty years -
and he's always moved with technological change. Whereas Max was a 5"x4" black and white man from way back, 
and his images, whilst they are excellent, don't change because of technical advances. 
It's to do with your philosophic base as to whether you believe, as an artist you are in touch with a dynamically 
moving society or whether in a more classic model you are meant to have emerged complete with your disposition 
and you remain with it till you are seventy, or till you die. So there is a difference there between how we are as 
architects - do you just regurgitate yourself or do you keep exploring, keep expanding. I see architecture as a 
continually exploratory model. That means that you are capable of making mistakes, capable of exploring ideas -
and in allowing ideas to run, your disposition needs to be more in tune with the society within which you are living in 
order to draw the two things together. We don't live in very static times. 
That leads to the third point- photography as communication. Now you can communicate on a variety of levels to 
a whole spectrum of people. The media do that all of the time. So there are photographs used in certain ways 
journalistically that are expressive of a vision that comes about in a daily newspaper- a quick grab that says this is 
the icon of today and this is how that's being explored and then there are much more reflective journals whereby 
use of the photographs holds more deep seated values. It may be going with a 'high art' piece of writing. Now 
ideally the editor of that magazine would be trying to achieve an integration of the photography and text. So when 
you say there is an interaction with the media you are quite right. -the director of the magazine may even say I've 
got these pages to compose and the selection of photographs is based on content and space. Neither the 
photographer nor the architect have a say, in that the photographer may prefer one image - as "the" 
representation of the building, the architect another and the editor yet another. 
So the nexus of authorship, image ability and expression moves through three phases. Where the photographer 
may be creating the image for him or herself, maybe dealing with that relative to the architectural mission, and then 
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the third element is the expression of both those pieces in terms of text and position. As always in these matters 
things swing between the utilitarian and the poetic. So they are the two extremes that effect 'the model'. 
Some of John Gollings most stunning photographs of buildings that he has done with me don't actually show 
much of the building -they show more about the qualities of John as a photographer and are literally unusable 
relative to me communicating with a client or potential client that this is a recognisable building. 
Unusable in a didactic sense? 
Yes, in our 1984 publication you can see the Abraham's house for example and Patrick McCaughey said "why did 
you let John do it that way- I can't even see the house; what I can see is the beach, the sea and everything else". 
So the romance of the whole place is picked up by John but not to someone who is reading it to see if Daryl 
Jackson has designed a good or bad house in formal architectural terms. 
It's not that the photograph is useless. 
No, it just is that the sense of the utilitarian purpose of communication can actually guide why certain shots are 
taken. A purely poetic response might look good in the board room as opposed to the journal which is trying to 
communicate the formal properties of the architecture. So I think that we are really talking about the fact that there is 
a utilitarian, materialist purpose for a piece of photography that might even be deemed to be poetic. 
As in all life we continually swing between practice of a practical and pragmatic kind and fantasy and dream. 
Photographers are no different to architects who are no different to someone who is preparing a meal. They all 
have a vision of it and how it's going to be. You just have to stabilise the fantasy and get the meal on the table. 
(laughs). 
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In my view architecture and photography do run in parallels- I can't express an architectural pursuit without a high 
level of technology underpinning the art. And photography is very parallel to that. You could say these are artistic 
pursuits which might be at a lower technological threshold. Take a simple craft- a potter in a village using clay in an 
age-old way, being baked in a wood fired oven- things haven't changed much. On the other hand there are also 
potteries that exercise control over glaze chemistry, firing temperatures etc. to produce a very refined product. So 
anybody can take a photograph with a brownie box and get an expressive result but you can also take it at a state of 
high art. It is a very accessible medium and therefore everybody feels that they can be part of it because its 
technology is generally accessible. 
Lots of architects think they can do their own photography but you've never felt that way? 
I have worked very closely with John in terms of trying to find a viewpoint for us both. So I've really worked with him 
as a colleague and patron and art director if you like. If I'm to give a lecture John might provide me with twenty slides 
from which I might use three. So it's my selective eye relative to the point which I wish to make about a particular 
building that determines the images used. 
Would you run through the visual objectives with John rather than just send him out to shoot? 
Yes I would. He rarely goes untutored and now because we have worked so long together he more or less 'knows' 
generally speaking. He also has an overriding brief which says .... "if you see something that goes beyond this 
communication (on the phone usually) do it- don't stop'. 
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That's a generosity that a lot of architects don't extend to their photographers. I think it goes someway to explaining 
why he has maintained his experimental approach. Just as you have gone through a sequence of phases with your 
architecture so he has with the photography of it. At times some of those experiments have alienated people -
you know the sheep and jumping horses phase ..... 
So when you come to your point here about functions of architectural photography, I'm saying they are pluralistic 
- not always explicit- may range from the record, to art in its own right. 
There may be cases where it's a lousy photograph from the photographers point of view but it's terrific from the 
architects point of view. 
Does that happen often? 
Not much. 
There might be a certain lighting effect which looks fantastic on film and blown up to a big piece of portraiture -
makes a wonderful photograph but it might be back lighting to a building in which the building face is not animated. 
When you reverse the situation - with the animated facade of the building with a less spectacular background 
light then there isn't competition between the light in the image (generally) and the face of the building. So most 
architects would say I want you to animate the face of the building because that's the piece of art I have to talk about 
or show. So judgements are called for in both cases. 
There is a lot of censoring going on. The camera is a censoring device in its own right and every step of the way to 
the journal. 
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When you walk around an environment, the eye and brain automatically filter out the ugliness of the power pole in 
front of the building elevation. So if you took a warts and all photograph that's not how the average person sees it 
anyway. We look through the warts to find the jewel. Sitting on the beach and there's a thousand people but you 
look for the most attractive. 
John went through a stage (about late '70s) where the warts included the leafless tree, the lamp post, and he 
would position them smack in the middle of the shot. With the shift in technology since then he is in a position to 
include the power pole or within fifteen seconds to rip it out on his computer. 
Sure. Some of those photographs were selected in the expression of art works in the Embassy we did in Saudi 
Arabia. We took those very photographs with suburban housing all round. The point that he wanted to make about 
the suburban environment is that it is dependent upon all the services getting there. That's very different to taking 
a photograph of a house that an architect has designed. In that case you really want to make that house appear as it 
does to the person who owns it. That is that it is a place of great pleasure and artistic merit. The power pole is not 
part of the composition and we accept it as a given- just as we accept the sun and sky. 
It does pose certain ethical questions. 
Yes. Communications does that all the time. We consciously distil, edit or whatever because of our conscious 
demands in order to retain sanity. We all live in an imaginative world which has practical resolution I think. 
So I say that you are using photographs of simulation, of documentation, of an art form. They are not always as 
exclusive as your listing would suggest. But you've got to use words do differentiate. 
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That comment reminds me of some of Dupain's photographs of the Opera House under construction. They are 
records of the construction process, and at the same time they are art- at least I think so. 
I do too. There is also that series that David took of the Western Distributor the pylons just marching along. But if a 
senior design engineer was trying to convince the board of works in Singapore that he'd designed a super freeway 
well they'd be pretty useless. So there are these varying functions and I think that one has to see that the purpose 
of photography might vary according to the framework in which they are to be used. So I think your thesis is correct 
about all that. 
Why did you choose John Go/lings as your architectural photographer? 
More by chance than anything else. I heard that he was a former architect, had done a course up until the 4th year. 
In discussions with him I realised he was a superb technologist and had an artistic eye. Arrangements started from 
there. I would have enquired around Melbourne in the late '60s early '70s when we had some work up and built that 
needed photography. 
The Malvern Swimming Pool era? 
Yes, and our first photographer was a man called Kurt Weld. Wolfgang Sievers also did some work for me-
Lauriston Girls School- at that time Robin Boyd and Roy Grounds were using Sievers very positively and he did 
Hassells work. I wanted to explore further. I felt Sievers' work was very rigorously pursuing light and form in a 
somewhat more static sense than I was trying to make architecture. In opposition to my forebears I was looking for 
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architecture to be more dynamic, expressive, responsive. My method of composition was looking at the journey of 
circulation through a building as being a formal device - around which you could hang certain propositions. As 
opposed to others who were planning on a different basis- more set piece planning. So I was using the dynamics 
of circulation - and if you take the Harold Holt Pool that you mentioned - it's all hanging out around the edge, 
there are boxes hanging off the circulation. So that is one of the consistent positions I have held through the 
architecture. But I felt that the photography of Wolfgang Sievers was not actually advancing that position as much 
as I would have liked. Plus I think the fact of giving a young photographer a go as I was expecting a go as an 
architect made a natural empathy between John and me. Kurt Weld was a similar type to John but wanted to do 
more fashion work. He was using the architectural work to pursue the fashion career. 
That's interesting because John's career is the opposite. 
Yes. And I also had lan Mackenzie do quite a bit of work for me. We worked away for a while. But bit by bit I found a 
strange cross connection between John's view and mine. It suited both of us. 
One of the things I think John and Max Dupain have in common, and it's almost uncomfortable to watch, is their 
drive to have to photograph (architecture). Max worked for about sixty years- from about 1928 to 1990. It's been 
said by others that one of the great things about Dupain was that he never gave up working. I think that's also one 
of the great things about John. On the other hand Dupain does not move with technological change where John is 
almost leading it- certainly ahead of most of his peers. 
There is a lot more give and take with John as well- by way of the client- patron. I expect that kind of give and 
take from my clients - patrons. And so when I become a client - patron of the photographer I want the 
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photographer to have the same capacity to range - capacity to use his artistic and technical skills to develop a 
result that I might not have thought possible with my naive and less talented eye. So I don't presume across the 
relationship. I have viewpoints about it which I want to discuss, as I expect my clients to discuss with me, but on the 
other hand I don't wish to presume upon the relationship to the point where I'm tuning the result. So just as you 
have to accept criticism from the client, so the photographer has to accept criticism from you. It's a normal aspect of 
commission and project. 
I do think Sievers would have found that quite difficult because he was very confident about his training and 
confident about what a good image was and how it was constructed. I think it would be difficult to shift him - but 
that's hypothetical. 
I just opened an exhibition of his in the Victorian National Gallery last year and in making the opening remarks it is 
very clear that he is and always has been a superb technician in terms of dealing with abstraction - in dealing with 
the relationship between solid, void, light, shade, classic set piece - almost de Stijl positioning of the works. Now 
that comes out of the European heritage. 
Those qualities are also in Dupain's work. 
Yes, except that Max has always wanted to show the people edge of things as well. At the same time there are 
strong formal properties in the photographs- the ones which stand out as icons in my mind anyway. In John's 
work one finds things dissolve, they are less well stated, less explicit , more open ended by way of the textures and 
the merging as it were of one piece of text with another. So if you compare them as photographs of works of art I 
would say that there is a difference both in a compositional sense and in an expressive sense. Sievers, Dupain on 
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one edge and Gollings on another. Whilst Gollings says he learnt a lot from both of them, and one can learn a lot 
from the masters, but not have to be mimetic about it. And I think that's one of the really good ways in which bright 
people actually develop. So I can say that I've learnt from all the property that's going on about me but I don't wish 
to be mimetic about it. I'm a fool living in a globally informed and informational world if I'm not understanding where 
the properties of our art (as they) are progressing almost day by day. 
There are exceptions of course - I'm thinking of the work of Eugene Atget in recording the streetscapes of Paris 
in the '20s, he did so with very heavy, outdated equipment. These days his work is regarded as an exceptional 
contribution in archival and artistic terms. 
Well I think those who have recorded the growth of Australian cities in photographic terms are important as 
documents of the epoch. So those photographic images are very strong and compelling drive mechanisms as to 
how we view the city. I can't access the 19th century unless I go back and look at those photographs. Some of the 
shots are terrific because you see for example in the 1890s, the introduction of trams, electricity, the fashion of the 
day and then the facades of say a view of Collins Street. So those are obviously very important images. 
Well, looking through the work of Cazneaux, Dupain and Moore, I find their documents of the city (as distinct from 
the singular building) amongst the most rewarding. 
Some of the Australian photographers have suffered from moving away from the city for a period of time and not 
getting back into the mainstream. I've noticed in recent exhibitions in Melbourne people taking photographs of the 
back streets - looking for the bizarre edge rather than the mainstream. So I hope photographers come back and 
deal with the Australian street and space in a more formal way before we lose this period. 
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The other thing that I think would be useful, in terms of the development of architectural photography, would be to 
talk to some really young graduates. Thinking about people like Tim Griffith who's taking some really super 
photographs. When John can't do something we engage him. He represents another generation coming on and I 
think for your thesis it would be good to deal with the Dupain, Moore, Gollings, and the next set- say in their early 
30's. There must be counterparts of the Tim Griffith's in Sydney or Brisbane who could be tested if you like by you. 
I know when our office in Brisbane is looking for photographs they ask Richard Stringer. 
That's a good point. 
Now reading your questionnaire, on the subject of literature - no, I've not done anything about reading the 
development of architectural photography. I have no knowledge of the formal text and the only understanding I 
have of the subject is through discussions with photographers we work with. 
Innovations? No we don't engage them because we see them as innovators explicitly. More because I see them as 
having a good eye which relates to their pursuit in a good all round sense. 
I think one of the reasons your involvement with Go/lings has been so productive is that he is innovative in the 
sense that he accepts new technology and explores what he can do with it. He's not afraid to come up with 
something that may not be instantly 'likeable'. He's a risk taker. 
Yes, (as I've said to him) sometimes you've just got to rev' him back a bit in order to get the architecture up front. We 
tend to debate that rather hotly - so we end up with two shots, one he likes - one I like. So there is that 
distinction -the only argument is really about the purpose- rather than formal photographic properties or skills. 
So John always wants to be taking the shot that does both. He is forever the great optimist. The two poles I'm 
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talking about are drawn together and in one cracker thing if it's there. I like to do that in architecture as well where 
there is a synthesis of an absolutely discrete proposition which both formally, spatially, and intellectually draws the 
architecture into a model that works absolutely beautifully. 
Architectural photography for (say) educational purposes has to be much more diverse than that- we're talking 
about 'the cover' here aren't we? 
Yes we are. 
When you talk about architecture being enhanced by photography, where the quality of the photo is in advance of 
the architecture - I suppose there are examples of that. I haven't thought about it much. You can use great 
photographic art to make an otherwise poor piece of architecture look infinitely better - there are enough 
examples of that around! 
I'm suggesting that perhaps architectural photography can be a subversive activity. 
Yes. It's used in a communicative sense to make the event look more profound, more handsome. That happens 
with great architecture as well because the pulling power of the shot can be an enhancement and make first class 
architecture really come alive. But it can also do that for poor architecture. So whether it's fair to take a crook 
building and make it look good as opposed to taking a good building and making it look good is a moral judgment if 
you like. Both are within the technical and artistic capabilities of a good photographer. The validity of enhancement 
is raised in my mind by your comment. But this happens with portraiture as well People with 'warts and all' 
sometimes look fantastic yet I dare say when you see Hollywood movie stars in the flesh, having watched them on 
the big screen, they would be an absolute disappointment. 
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Yes, I think "the grand tour of architecture" is generally full of surprises. Great buildings that you have known 
through the images are generally different in some way - scale mainly. But seeing Seidler's architecture in the 
flesh in the ,60s was somewhat less than Dupain photographs. The filtration, isolation from context, super wide 
lens treatment certainly monumentalised. 
Except that in the selective eye the medium has this quality to be expressive. And so if art can be everything then 
it's quite possible for the selective eye to be an expressive aberration from the building but a portrayal of an edge 
of the building which carries the observer of the photograph into a realm of understanding. This sensation might 
be more acute than standing in front of the building. Now to my way of thinking that's not necessarily a bad thing to 
have done. All art has the capacity to be pushed to an extension in order to guarantee memorability- in order to 
guarantee an identity coming through. If you take most films or plays then the human encounters are always 
elaborated upon by the playwright -simply to make the point. You get a visionary thing held in the minds eye. If 
it's normative it can be dull and as an emblem it doesn't hold. So the ability of a photographer to find and create an 
image is part of this emblematic way in which we carry ideas through our world. 
I think thars a vel}' good point. There was so much negative text written about modernism in the ,60s and 70s. Max 
Dupain,s photography, for me at least, showed that within that body of work (modernism) there was observable 
beauty. It really drew one,s attention to that beauty. A bit like Fred William,s landscapes - which have forever 
changed my view of those rolling hills dotted with eucalypts. 
It can also in effect, via that selective eye, lead to architecture as a static, formalistic, inhuman view, or as a 
threatening view of an absolutely formalistic kind. I always used to crack the joke at an architects cocktail party -
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everybody used to get drunk because they are not game to take a savoury off the plate incase it would ruin the 
arrangement. 
There is that view, from that era in which architectural photography is so all encompassing, so directed, so total in its 
positioning, that there isn't any way the observer can get into the picture because everything is complete. Now the 
difference between that form of expression and say the Gollings' view is that you might be looking at photography 
as if the final closing sequence is the observer getting into it in a way that opens up a view rather than closes it 
down. So that's another differential I see between a particular grouping of photographers. 
The polarity might be marked by the work of Dupain and Sievers in the manner of the modernists, "the new 
objectivity" of say Seidler and Romberg's architecture respectively. At the other end is the more narrative view of 
John Go/lings including people, activities, .... pushing activity and symbolism to an extreme... a n attitude promoted 
by John Donat during the 60's andlO's in the U.K. 
Yes. One is a kind of modernist, suprematist view highlighting the monumentality of the city. The other might be a 
view that deals with the universality of the narrative. In other words there are trees, horses sheep, people. At the 
same time it's just another expressive model and I wouldn't say one is right and the other is wrong. I'm simply saying 
these are two artists approaching the vision of the world with differing properties. 
Do you remember the work of a photographer called Harry Sowden? He wrote a book called "Towards an Australian 
Architecture". 
Yes. 
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In that book he obliquely criticises Dupain by talking about the then contemporary Australian architectural 
photography as being formalistic and "stretched across the rack of the wide angle lens". His concerns were the 
introduction of people, activities, and sequences of images. He specifically talks about the series rather than the 
iconic view. He felt (like the movie) that the sequence showed a variety of use rather than the set piece as you 
described. 
Well his view was more journalistic, more descriptive, more accessible, less the static art piece, more the 
photographer as raconteur- telling a story. 
One thing I'd like to do is go to Architecture Australia - from the '50s through to the '90s and see if any emphasis 
of vision can be detected; also who was responsible for them. I remember Sowden in the '60s having a lot of 
covers and now John has all of them. I think 'the fraternity 'has decided that the formal abstract image is the one that 
they prefer at the moment. 
There is always action and reaction in our world and that's a good thing. Every so often there is a paradigm shift. 
The vision moves a bit- a cyclical return -with young architects (now) exploring the expressionism of the '50s. 
(which choked about the '60s). The '50s were all about lightness and a sense of dynamics. The '60s started to look 
at a heavy program and model, Brutalism. Sociological concerns for people and how they possessed or were 
alienated from architecture. Now the circumstance is much more fluid, where people are looking at expressions 
which are usually lighter in form but more deliberate in colour density and a wider array of materials compared with 
the '70s where things were done in one material as much as possible or maybe two. 
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And that is well portrayed in black and white photography. 
Yes and now people are really utilising colour and light and a certain lightness of forms- non meeting, barely 
touching - a sense of flow through a spatial dynamic rather than the set piece room that is static and stable. 
Certain photographic forms can be applied to either. So there is a question of what you want the photograph to 
capture. Whether the architecture is stable, heavy if you like- and you asking the photographer to portray that as 
the carriage of the photograph. So if it's a classically composed building you really want the photographer to be on 
axis. If the room is a formal set piece - door at one end, window at the other, what the photographer is being 
invited to do is to make commentary relative to that formality. So for the photographer to be skew, oblique or under 
the couch may not result in the carriage of the room. Sensibility of that kind enters into what's the nature of the 
space and from an architectural position you would want the photograph to remain true to the architectural vision. 
It's different if the building is floating away and dynamic and has a huge expressive component say an arch or if the 
vista goes to infinity. Like in the swimming pool at Belconnen- then a long shot that slides across the water picks 
up the light, has the roof across the top but pushes the eye of the viewer really through the building and out to the 
mountain beyond which might be the key to the compositional piece, that too is an appropriate response to the 
particular prospect. The idea of photography for architecture being a response mechanism to the architectural 
properties remains in my mind, as a strong motivation for the shot. 
Most architects would be looking for the expressive properties of the architecture to be carried rather than denied. 
And for example where circulation and gallery or big spaces are introduced then I would want an image to show 
them drawn together rather than two separate shots. I like the fusion of the two, and so the architecture that I like to 
make anyway is really trying to fuse different ingredients together to find in inner feeling about the speciality of the 
place because of the way in which things have been brought together. The synthesis of the architecture is related 
to how things come together rather than how they might be separated and split apart. If the photographer can 
capture that overlapping series of combinations then that, to my way of thinking, is the pursuit of my architecture as 
object. 
49 
Have you ever thought of using video to communicate your work? 
Not much because it doesn't show the properties of the architecture well enough. It gives a fusion of ideas - sure 
you can walk through the spaces and so on. It's a fairly high cost and lack of definition in the end if it's hand held. 
Looks amateurish if not lit properly- it's like making a film. We don't have the money to do it properly nor do I think 
we have the need. We have often combined stills etc. into video about the work - along with drawings, 
photographs and models. 
Your main forms of visual communication would be slides for seminars and medium format transparencies for the 
printed media. 
That's true. It gives great accessibility, whereas the video has to be played on a machine. I feel the videos that I 
have seen are less valuable than discussions and stills. Maybe I've just seen some poor videos (laughs). 
Peter Greenaway seems to be one of the few movie makers who knows how to portray architectural space- but 
the financial cost that comes with it is definitely not for the average or even exceptional practitioner in this country 
anyway. 
Yes. 
Just reading through more of your questionnaire - the patron (building owner) has never entered into it (the 
photography). I've never had any influence from that point of view. If my client says can you get us some 
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photographs they leave the choice up to me. Usually it's a set piece that they want for their boardroom. Mostly 
clients are satisfied with the works of architecture and the photography follows on. 
The economy is a factor. Architects find the cost of architectural photography pretty high and so if the economy is 
tough and the office doesn't have much money - you're putting off staff - then there are offices that see 
photography as a luxury. Perhaps they have someone who is competent they would do it in house and save the 
$5000.00 that it would cost to have the job done professionally. I suspect right now there are lots and lots of 
architects in this economy, having to run lean and hard and make their submissions to the Institute's National 
Awards and so on with the hand held snap. The purpose of the photograph and the nature of the job may mean 
that if it's a humble dwelling it may be just a record rather for any state of high art. 
Is photography a determinant of architecture? 
I've never thought it could be and have never really designed with that in mind. I don't know how others have 
answered this question. But I've never felt photography to be a determinant of things we've done. I've always 
found that architecture has been made and then there has been an imaginative process coming from the 
photographer. Sometimes things are found that I didn't know were there. I've always found that a pleasure 
because it means that there is some fertility in the architecture as object which other people have noticed. 
Like any true work of art. 
Yes, so this latent quality can emerge from well thought out, intuitive, and programmed pieces of design; there may 
be special qualities which even the author hasn't quite grasped. So I think to that extent the reverse is more true. 
The architecture may have benefited from a photographic icon being created. This relates to the moral debate 
about whether the job is to create an illusion or reality. Somewhere between the two is probably the answer. 
No I don't think architects will succumb to pressure from the journals in fact there is very little pressure to create 
images that may look graphically spectacular in print form. On the other hand I'd say that the pressure is really on 
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the photographer to draw out the architecture to a point where a magazine editor sees that this is an image that is 
contemporary and commercial within the journal. Their job as directors of the magazines is to draw upon the most 
distinctive images that they can find. So the photographer trying to assess a piece of architecture and hopefully 
wanting to get it published, (as does the architect presumably) is looking for that point of real distinction that says 
this is a special quality. Perhaps only about 3% of all buildings made get into journals- I don't know if that figure is 
correct so don't quote me - but it would be a very low threshold. I don't think the architect is swayed by the 
knowledge that a patron wishes the finished product to appear photogenic at all. Neither architects nor patrons feel 
that way from my experience. It may happen in the odd and rare case I suspect with a literate client who wants a 
state of the art house designed. Very rarely in Australian circumstances is that a measure of the architecture. It may 
emerge in a more style-conscious society- France, Italy. even in the U.S. someone might want a house designed 
by Paul Rudolph then want it photographed by Ezra Stoller- that's a guaranteed way to hit Architectural Digest. 
Probably it's someone in publishing that's commissioned the piece to go down that path. My knowledge of that 
sequence is very rare. It would be interesting to see if someone like Glenn Murcutt agrees with that view or not; I 
suspect he's not swayed whether the patron wants the work to appear photogenic at all. 
Where does photography go next? 
Well I think the point you've already touched on and that photographers have already moved into - the use of 
computers, story telling being made more explicit by simulation. All of the montage work with digital imaging is now 
so much more successful than the cut and paste of the past. Manipulating images is only beginning. I also think 
that people are looking for the power of the image to drive the state of the art both in revealing the found 
properties of the architecture to best effect and of developing a series of shots that draw upon that formality to 
make an even more powerful piece of communication. You can't just leave the photography as a question of 
"here's the architecture, these are some shots". There is an empowering quality in the art of photography and with 
validity, and all the sorts of possibilities that we've been chatting about- the role of the photographer is to go that 
next step as a communicative, expressionistic piece of art. I think that's the real nature of the photographer as an 
artist. 
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A measure of the photographer in a sense? 
Yes indeed. So the possibilities may well be extended with new technology. 
Is there a danger that the general public will become highly suspicious of the photographed image as they are 
already with printed text? 
They might and might not; the question is will they seek the more authentic model rather than virtual reality. Time 
will tell and I can't judge that. On the other hand people are becoming more literate and more articulate. More able 
to see through the profusion of material to make judgements of their own. Once upon a time simply the fact that 
something had been written on a typewriter meant it was absolute fact, as opposed to the handwritten journal 
which was open to question. People also say 'it was in the paper you know' as if every piece of journalism is 110% 
accurate. The same might be said of photography. 
Well that works through the questionnaire and I don't know that I've got much more to say. I think just keep going at 
it- the questions are quite o.k. 
Under 'other factors' you might consider how architectural photography is linked into global formatting. The time at 
which you are writing we are not just a sealed off separate body of people in this part of the Pacific. Whilst your title 
explores Max Dupain and Australian architectural photography the other factors which enter into the equation is 
really the nature of what peer group photographers are doing outside of this country. 
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Yes I know that John Go/lings is interested in what Peter Bryant is doing in London and Grant Mudford in Los 
Angeles. That is, instant recognition and interaction. In the '30s Max Dupain may have waited three months for a 
magazine such as Das Deutsche Lichtbild from Europe. And whether Max knew what others were doing I don't 
know. I mentioned Stoller and there must be others that I don't know- mainstream photographers throughout the 
States. 
The other sorts of influences are the accessibility of image via Belle Magazine and others that are very different to 
the period of time when Dupainand say Sievers were photographing. In other words the only journals that really 
tackled architecture were professional. Now there is a more fluid state whereby there are magazines that want to 
deal with architecture, but would like it to be dealt with in a way that is less high style and more accessible to the 
public. 
Is the photography in Vogue Living architectural? 
Yes. With an emphasis on narrative and the idea that architecture is normal to everyday life rather than being on a 
plateau. The images are making architecture more accessible to a greater body of the population in a general 
sense than in the 1940s and '50s. The ideals of an architecture of a more extreme or rare kind were then beyond 
the realm of a lot of people. 
I know those popular magazine images are somewhat frustrating to architects because the lifestyle content makes 
the tectonics of the design illegible. 
They are still selective in both terms of the elements that are not shown and the objects such as furniture that are 
re-arranged. 
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Do you have an archive of images in the office? 
Yes- extensive. 
When this is transcribed and the text is largely in order could I seek your help in illustrating some of the many points 
you have made? 
We could find those photographs I'm sure. 
Daryl let's call it a wrap, your time and thoughts are greatly appreciated. 
End. 
55 
Glenn Murcutt, Interviewed by Adrian Boddy 
Mosman Office, Sydney, February 3rd, 1993. 
Glenn perhaps you would like to start by making some general comments about architectural photography? 
The issue is that architectural photography should communicate architecture in a way that best describes the 
architecture! Remember that all photography from the outset is censoring the actual (architectural work). The fact 
that you have a frame that produces a two dimensional image portraying a three dimensional world is an enormous 
restriction. One [the photographer] has to be quite judgemental about what is to be included and what is to be 
excluded; in the sense that they have to look at the work, understand it, and then come to a decision. They judge 
that they can only include a certain amount that gives the general qualitative aspect as well as the actual in each 
shot. Some works are so difficult to photograph that is an extremely hard occupation to be able to get the reality of 
the subject. 
I'm glad you mentioned that because I know we both appreciate Louis Kahn's work- yet as a student (in the '60s) I 
found it very difficult to understand the Kimbell Museum from the limited images of the day. In recent years I visited 
the building and found it extraordinarily difficult to photograph convincingly- it's one of those great buildings that 
is much better than the photograph. And I think there are other buildings of similar quality that simply do not 
translate into two dimensions. 
There is no question about that. In fact it has been my experience that some of the very best works of architecture 
have been most appallingly photographed. It is probably that they are so difficult to interpret with the camera. 
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I think the reverse is also true, in that buildings are designed for the camera - a quick flash of colour looks good in 
a magazine format but can be ridiculous spatially and functionally. For example, the instant appeal of Post-
Modernism in the '80's ..... 
.... there is no question that those buildings were very sympathetic to publications - almost designed for the 
photograph. In tact I remember being with a well known (but nameless) architect in Australia who had completed a 
building and during the course of our discussion said 'this will photograph very well from this point'. I think this is 
one of the great problems of the perspectives we do. We should really be thinking in three dimensions rather than 
sitting down and describing our work with pencils. Its what the photographer is going to see and not what the 
viewer will experience. 
Reyner Ban ham said, I believe, when asked on his return from a visit to Australia in the '70's "What did you think of 
Australian architecture"? and he said "I think that they have the worlds best photographers"! (laughs) Isn't that a 
good quote! 
I was always taught that the most important thing in life is to do ordinary things extraordinarily well. And I think that 
goes tor architecture and photography - they should be ordinary things. What we should all be doing, is doing 
those things extraordinarily well. And we have to talk about what makes those things - so you put the questions 
and I'll see what I can do. (establish in the interview) 
Here is a good example of two photographers and how they view a building (G.M. is referring to the Done House 
published by Vogue Living Aug- Sept '92 and Moebellnterior Design M.D. Nov 1992 and Abitare 310 Sept '92; 
the latter two contain photos by Reiner Blunck the German photographer. It shows the same architecture 
interpreted by different people. 
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I think one of the things that arises from this example is the importance of context, or lack of it, in the Vogue article. 
Do you think Max Dupain adequately addressed that issue? 
The answer is very clearly no! I spent so much time trying to get Max off the building. Pulling him back from the 
building, because Max's really great attribute was detail in a sense - light falling on detail. He just was a master at it. 
He was master of the object. The building or the landscape, but not the building in the landscape. Yet he loved 
landscape and when he took that as a subject he was fantastic. When he took buildings as a subject he was brilliant 
but to put the building in its context very often no .... Take the work of Blunck looking at the Magnee House in its 
context- it's not a great (exceptional) photograph but it's important because it places the building in its context-
sometimes you simply can't do a fabulous work of art by looking at a gaggle of buildings on a hillside! What is so 
important is to identify its place as a record - the morphology of the landscape, the vegetation - all the 
conditions from dry sclerophyll to marshland. To understand why a building is placed in a certain way, to 
understand the eco-tones that it is involving itself with are really important issues. For an architect this is a very 
important part of the description. 
I think perhaps architects too often have not insisted on the contextual component of the record for all sorts of 
reasons - down market neighbours, locational give-aways that may result in too many unwanted visitors. 
Architects mostly see their work as art and they want their work recorded as such. 
Exactly! 
I want to show you another magazine (Hauser 6- 92), which raises another point- the journals. In all my career, 
not once have I ever approached a magazine to publish my work. I've heard people say I must have the worlds best 
publicity machine- the answer is no. The magazines are the people who do all the approaching and it's they who 
58 
need the material. They have their own bias - Hauser is closer to Vogue with its emphasis on lifestyle. Cropping, 
printing-quality, editorial selection all have the effect of censorship- after the photographer. 
The whole credibility of work can be destroyed by graphic designers who crop things to extinction and by second 
rate production processes. 
Reiner Blunck has very good judgement between that which is architecture- light, space and lifestyle. 
There are some photographers - perhaps some of Go/lings extreme work - whose work is narrative. In these 
cases human activity, lifestyle is included to the point where the architecture is no longer intelligible or legible. 
It becomes Kitsch. In the case of Gollings that was one stage- I think he is in a much tougher period now. 
Yes, I've discussed John's various 'periods' if you like. Being so creative he gets restless doing the same thing- I 
think the experiment with narrative was as much for him as for the work itself. 
If we were to classify the extreme positions there would be the emphasis on narrative at one end and the Bauhaus 
'new objectivity' at the other. Much of Max's architectural work is at the latter end of the scale in my opinion. In his 
later days he was a bit like Frank Lloyd Wright in denying any influences, but when you read his Sydney Morning 
Herald crits' of the early '80s he was certainly aware of what was going on. 
But returning to the Done House and Blunck's images - Max would not have put water in the bath or even a towel 
in the foreground. 
Did you get a chance to talk to him before he died? 
59 
Yes, but only once. I was aware he was very ill, we even talked about illness and death. I couldn't bare him to think I 
was squeezing out his last words of wisdom before he dropped. Here was a man who had read, thought and 
written a lot but he was passing his achievements off as simple intuition. (I suspect to avoid long and difficult 
academic discussions) (break). 
Glenn you use photography tor a whole range of reasons. But you are involved in education more than most 
architects. So you have a big need for 35mm slides. 
Yes. I'm teaching here and in America and give lectures overseas. I need photography to show the design process 
from the initial sketch idea right through to reality. Process is the critical issue - how things are made and go 
together. It happens to be the language, the poetry, of architecture. Photography is very important to me in that 
sense. 
In this instance you use photography as an educative tool. You touched on the use of photography tor publicity. In 
this case it is important that the people who are making the images have your confidence? 
Well yes, but I am a one man band and if I took control of everything that was published I'd do nothing else. So I've 
got to the position where I try wherever I can to control the photographer. I used Anthony Browell on this house 
(Done) and he did a very good job for Vogue Living but they didn't like his work- even though I did. One of the 
problems is that they use their own photographers and no way can I get the use of those photographs- ever! So I 
said ok I'll pay for the photographer of your choice but they are my photographs and I'll sell you (Vogue) the 
images. That way I have control- they accepted the principle but it hasn't worked: their choice of photographer is 
different (to mine). In future, for me to do anything with Vogue Living it will be my choice of photographer and if 
they want to publish they can. If they don't I know Michael Dickenson wants to publish work- he rings and writes 
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all the time. I deal with Vogue Living because I know Betsy Brennan and she is pretty responsible in the way that 
she writes. She does not write in a way that will embarrass me or the work. That is important to me. Photographers 
can embarrass the work at both ends. 
Can we pick up on a point previously touched on - the validity of vantage point. Ezra Stoller took the view that one 
should only take images from circulation routes or designed spaces where one would sit or stand. In classical 
architecture that is very easy- the user is guided through the composition. In romantic architecture the range of 
possibilities is much greater. So you and Stoller are in agreement (about one particular Blunck shot of the Magnee 
House) that is a somewhat indulgent photograph because it is not taken from a normal position ie. low to the 
ground, camera pressed up against a pane of glass - resulting in a distortion of scale. (This is despite the fact that 
it is a useful explanation of the relationship of the exterior to the interior). 
But what it does not do is indicate the actual size of the opening - that's where it's a lie. Every shot as I said at the 
beginning involves censorship. This is unavoidable- but it's important to be truthful. 
...... (conversation continues in some detail about the architecture of the Magnee House and how Blunck is 
compelled to photograph in our summer light (which is about shade) because of his schedule in Germany. In this 
case he attempts to simulate winter light effects with early morning and late afternoon shoots and tilted louvres to 
permit light penetration. This Glenn asserts is valid.) 
I agree because it explains how the architecture works. 
Exactly - that's the role of the architectural photographer. The awning of the Magnee House with the dappled 
light has captured that very effect. 
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We often gain our understanding of architecture through photography. My own introduction to the work of Seidler 
was through the works of Max Dupain, as /lived in Melbourne. 
I must say there was a certain sense of disappointment in the reality of the architecture after the expectation built-
up by his monumental images; mainly through the use of very wide angle lenses and heavy red or orange filtration. 
Using today's values - not those of the '60s when the work was done - there was a dramatisation of reality. Truth 
was a victim of the power of the photograph. Dupain was not the only one - all the leading architectural 
photographers at the time: Stoller, Shulman, Hedrick for example, were treating the subject matter in a similar way. 
I agree with that, what one needs to convey is the essence of what the subject is. Which may not mean that the 
photographer comes in, with everything that is sitting there, and simply photographs it. The camera is also a trick-
because of its framing system it can include too much within the frame - but in the context of reality there is not 
too much there. So in other words a photograph can make something which is uncluttered and very simple and 
direct seem extraordinarily cluttered. Therein lies the skill of the photographer- to know what to leave out. 
So again those differences - the narrative which may include books in say an office reception versus the new 
objectivity which would include no books at all. If you push the narrative too far we'd end up with a situation like the 
one we are currently working in - which would look unintelligible or illegible - thus defeating the purpose of the 
didactic image. 
Sure. 
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John Go/lings went through that experimental stage too - and probably all photographers should try those 
experiments to know how far to pull back. 
I'm also reminded of that important New York M.O.M.A. exhibition on the architecture of Luis Barragan. I know you 
have had the privilege of meeting Barragan and seeing his work. (Both Go/lings and I agree that it is still remains a 
most powerful and influential document of architectural photographs). 
Was the architecture as powerful as the book suggests? Was truth a victim in this case? 
No. Arthur Drexler was on the board for the selection of the Pritzker Prize and he said when you visit the work it hits 
you with a wallop. In a real way the work is Mexican -the use of colour- that extraordinary aggressive colour of 
brilliant greens and deep Recketts blue (you are probably just old enough to know what Recketts blue is!, laughs). 
The purple and shot pinks and yellow ochres -the colours are unreal! Once you've got that as a start it's a 
photographer's paradise. The colour in itself is a wallop. But can I tell you that the skill in Barragan's architecture-
using big walls, defining simple clear spaces in conjunction with the phenomenal qualities of water. Three very 
simple elements and you put a hard sunlight on it and you've got the makings of marvellous qualitative experiences 
for the perceiver - and as I said an absolute paradise for the photographer. Now the work is a walloping sort of 
architecture. It hits you over the head- really simple. If you look at his plans they, in some ways, look almost dumb, 
a bit like a dogs breakfast... .. 
Early Miesian? ... 
.... yes, before very close order came. But you know, to go into the work, you realise he is the master of light- he 
knows where the window is in a particular space; how large it should be, how it should operate, how its opening can 
be varied to adjust the light factor and vary the perception of that space. He was a real artist. 
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I went to the church at Tlalpan in Mexico, it was an alteration - and I've only been into a few buildings in my life 
where one is totally overwhelmed. He has got a 250 mm square concrete lattice up behind where you sit, and he 
has clear glass with a yellow pigmented white-wash, which colours and diffuses the light. Then the cross inside is of 
orange timber, add the yellow light to this and the gold triptych by Mathias Goeritz; well in this space I became 
uncontrollable - I shook and tears came .... 
A bit like the effect that the Gothic stonemasons had on congregations, but a 20th century experience. 
Unbelievable experience ... I just shook. And very little architecture has shaken me like that. Some of Aalto's work 
has done that to me, and maison de Verre by by Pierre Chareau [with Bijovoet and Dalbet, 1928-31] also did it to 
me- it was a shock. 
Barragan's work was a shock- it was in a sense everything the photographs had shown, but the reality was more. 
The photographs don't over-estimate the power of his work. I can't speak of the horse training place because it 
takes about 6 months of planning to get into it, but I've seen almost everything else. Francisco Ramirez's house, 
Barragan's last work in Mexico City was an extraordinary experience. The swimming pool was a shock as well, to see 
this iridescent red column, (which incidentally is not reproduced accurately- reproduction often does not present 
colours accurately) the pale blue wall and cream and purple walls adjacent... and coming down the access way with 
timber work on one side and cabinet work with a whole lot of Mexican fish (which you rarely see in photographs) ..... 
and this pale yellow light coming through a whole series of columns and then you see this very thin red line at the 
end ... that you don't actually see as a column. As you approach it has this dimension and depth going down in the 
middle of this bloody swimming pool! Now we couldn't do that in our country because if anyone swam into it we'd 
be sued! The law in Mexico is such that you, the individual, are responsible for your actions. So it allows them to dig 
up the streets at night and if you fall into an unlit trench then- that's your fault. Tough luck- too bad. Now I know 
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you can take this too far, but it does provide the potential for doing so many more things when you are not putting 
padded rubber onto everything .... the bloody lawyers and insurance companies have done it! 
Barragan's work in its cared for state is just like the photographs ... you've got to remember that his work is for a 
society which has a low cost labour structure. The walls can be lime-washed every year to maintain them. From a 
photographers point of view it is always in a beautiful condition -there is no patina that develops in Mexico. Not 
like Florence or other Italian cities, it's fresh in the better areas. Barragan's own house was fantastic, the light, the 
walled garden, the surprise courtyard, the way he dealt with water .... there is a timeless quality; modern and yet 
almost Etruscan. 
I talk about architecture all the time let's get back to photography. 
It does raise the old black & white versus colour debate. Max was fairly scornful of polychromatic photography. 
Very much so. 
I wonder how he would have treated Barragan's work? I know it makes beautiful black & white subject matter 
because we have the images in Ambasz's book as evidence. But I think where colour is integral to the architecture 
the photographic images should record that. 
In black & white Barragan's work would be totally diminished. Whereas Harry's [Seidler] work in black & white is not 
diminished. You can tell the concrete because you can tell the nature of materials, but when you look at a plastered 
wall you can't (guess the chromatic quality). I should show you some of my photographs of Barragan's work to 
understand the real colours. 
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/like the way you begin this series (of slides) with Mexicans in traditional costume; the colour of the culture. But it 
would be total confusion (in my opinion) to include the same people in the actual spaces. That is what Vogue 
Living does all the time -Ken Done and his wife in the dining room is nothing but a distraction. By all means have 
an image of them but separate from the architecture. 
Well Vogue Living wants lifestyle- and they are getting worse at it- overdoing it. 
Max would have worked in both black & white and colour for you. Did he have a preference for either one? I guess 
I'm trying to question the myth that suggests he couldn't work with colour. 
The myth is not true. I think that he did some beautiful colour work for me -the same shots he did in black & white. 
They are stunning photographs. He did the Jambaroo House and the Mt. Irvine Houses in colour- inside and out. 
Colour was very important to those buildings. I was surprised at how warm the Mt. Irvine Houses were. Perhaps it is 
more correct to say that Max had a preference for black & white ..... 
There is no question that Max stated that black & white was his field and that anybody could do colour (laughs). 
Fools could do colour. 
To me that's a classic Max Dupain statement, underestimaitng his ability once again. 
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Yes, his colour work was really good in my view. 
Was there an occasion that you thought his work was outstandingly outstanding if you know what I mean. Could 
you say, from all the work that he did for you that X, Y or Z were really special? 
When I explained to you that I have been moved three times by spaces I really mean I've been moved three times 
by spaces, yet I've enjoyed lots of others enormously. I don't get moved by many other things. Music does, but 
that book by Ambasz on Barragan was one of the few documents I've ever seen on architecture that gave me a 
shock. A student introduced me to his work via that publication in the early '80s and that's why I then visited Mexico 
City shortly after ..... . 
In terms of photography that book is mind boggling, it was then and still is, but remember there is a political side 
always to all photographs. What is it saying? Those photographs say this is a man working in a society of extreme 
poverty (but) dealing with the most elite people you could find. People who have horses as a luxury, parading past 
the extraordinarily poor. Better lifestyles (whatever that is) than almost anybody in the world. These images we all 
aspire to, they represent desire. So photography has a really political thump! .... that we all respond 
to. And that book tells as much about each of us as it does about the subject. 
That's very interesting- it reminds me of the thrust of Susan Sontag's "On Photography"- it's an issue I have to 
develop a lot more. 
Has there ever been an exhibition or publication in Australia that has given you a similar sense of shock or impact? 
No, that is the only publication in the world, that I have seen, that gave me that feeling. 
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You can't be shocked or impressed too many times- the 'act' gets more and more difficult to follow. 
No. One would hope that ones perception is being lifted all the time, and therefore if one is more attuned, then the 
whole standard is lifted and therefore you don't see it in the same way. I can open that book now and say it's still 
wonderful but I am not at all shocked by it. I can see through it- and see a whole political situation. The political 
situation, the political reality is captured by the architectural photography. This (referring to the Done entry ) 
photography says something about a particular political reality. 
Indeed, the house, by average Australian standards is palatial. 
Absolutely palatial. 
Most people would look at that picture and say which art gallery am /looking at. 
Sure- well it was designed by the way to be an art gallery (laughs). It's called a galleria. But you are quite right. 
Ironically people love to get these magazines because it tends to prove they can't have what they would love to 
have. 
Are the readers sniffing the cocaine vicariously? 
Well that's exaggerating it. In a sense we love bad news. This is bad news because we can never achieve it. 
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Is it like a "lotto" ticket- a statement or investment of hope? 
Look, papers are modelled on bad news. 
But this isn't bad news. 
It §_bad news - because they have to go so far with it. 
I think the reason these publications sell is that people are still optimistic - that they aspire to the contents and can 
afford the $4.50 for these high quality monthly magazines. 
I must say that I've never rejected the street journal as a method of educating people. 
It's better than nothing. 
It's a long way better. 
The street journal has improved enormously. If we pulled out a 1950 or 1960 copy of House & Garden there would 
be no comparison. 
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You are quite right. Now street journals don't include things like plans and sections. Abitare sometimes does-
they did (Issue 31 0} in my case, which better informs the reader if they so chose. 
Now where are we. It is an educative process and I look at them in that sense ..... 
Do you ever wish there was no such thing as the publication of architectural ideas - do you ever wish it would all 
go away? I think you have already suggested an ethical and political facet of photography. Has it gone too tar? Are 
we bombarding people with too many images? 
The issue is the difference between the image and reality. It's not the number of images, nor is it the quality. I don't 
think it matters, you can buy the magazines or not. the choice is yours- it's one of the better things we have in our 
society. I never subscribe to anything other than Architecture Australia. All these magazines in the office are sent 
to me by a network of friends overseas. A few very good things come through and they inform me. So that's 
another layer of self imposed censorship. 
Having worked in offices in Australia I was absolutely staggered by the fanaticism with which people grabbed the 
latest magazines. All of a sudden the issue doesn't circulate and then a building starts to emerge within a practice. 
Recognise that most of these published works are conceived 3, 4 even 5 years ahead of the publication date. So if 
we are going to work as Australians from the journals and photographs we're going to be trailing by at least 5 years 
because we don't sit and think for ourselves. That was a very good lesson for me! 
Wolfgang Sievers said that one of the reasons he stopped A.P. was just that - that Australian architects were 
simply copying overseas examples. That degreeot creative bankruptcy offended him deeply. He felt then that the 
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only area of genuinely creative built form was the civil engineering associated with industry- the oil refinery and 
the heavy industrial plants. In later life he expressed regret about not anticipating the environmental impact of 
those activities. He was seduced by the geometric forms. 
Yes, it comes back to my point about the political issues involved in photography. You can go and make something 
of something that it is not. For example I have a series of photographs here that I regard as being a pretty good set 
of slides of the oil tanks at South West Rocks. As objects in themselves -with the stairs running on the outside 
and the shadows cast on the cylindrical forms, they are quite beautiful. I have censored entirely the environmental 
impact. 
That is the real issue for me with photography- to be able to be honest at multi levels. If you are going to show the 
beautiful sculptural qualities of the oil tanks o.k, but, here is its context. Context must flavour the beauty of the 
object. You can't separate them. For example you can design a beautiful oven for bread but you can also design a 
beautiful oven to exterminate people. There is a whole difference in morality between the two. You can 
photograph both those beautiful ovens without the bread, without the people, and say that they are equally 
beautiful. 
You have now underlined in red if you like three times- the political and contextual significance of photography. 
Nobody has made these issues as clear or as important. 
Also, I'm very conscious of the fact that I'm dealing with a client-body, some of whom are very wealthy and some 
with no money at all. My ethics are such that the fees from the wealthy clients allow me to design a house for an 
aboriginal client where I charge nothing; pay my own airfares and put $30,000.00 of my own money into the 
project. That's how I work and not that many people know about it though it was published in Architecture Australia 
and it wasn't supposed to be! 
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You are a modern day Robin Hood! 
Well I don't know about robbing the rich! I have worked this way all my career. For example, a small client in the 
Mountains wanted a $40,000.00 house- that's all he had. I did a modified garden shed- not a cent charged. Not 
a bad little shed. It took a lot of effort- but if I've got enough, then I make the choice as to where I'll put my money. 
That is my return. At another level B.H.P. co-operate in providing all the steel and metal roofing for this aboriginal 
housing project. Because I'm doing big projects with their materials they are willing to help. That's my role as well as 
an architect. BHP's requirement is that at the end of it they can photograph and show that B.H.P. has been 
involved in this. That's fine as far as I'm concerned. The next stage is that B.H.P. was approached by a film maker to 
do a one hour documentary on my work. B.H.P. said yes, but the aboriginal houses must be included in the film-
showing that I work at levels other than these (the costly). Now this is the migration of attitude through this - it's 
very important to me. I'm working the whole way like this and very few people understand that I'm doing a juggling 
act the whole time. Mostly I'm seen at this end (wealthy); very few people see the end we are in now- the bloody 
machine room. It's a fucking mess the whole time! - Bloody chaos- a level that nearly sends me bananas! I get 
very angry at the "what am I doing for Australia", "what am I doing for the poor" ..... 
I think that's the tall poppy syndrome that you are just going to have to live with .... it's the price of fame. 
But one doesn't seek fame ..... it's nothing to do with photography. 
But it's the spin off from the ethical point you made which is vety valuable. 
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Yes. It is a very important issue in terms of photography, because it is about the narrative, about saying something, 
as most war pictures or good paintings say something. 
In that sense we could be critical of the Ambasz book in that it divorces narrative and cultural context from the 
architecture ... 
Well it doesn't divorce narrative. It does narrate the lifestyle of a certain echelon. It's true that the work is not shown 
it its context and the tragedy is that Barragan was a very very giving human. Very religious, lived at basic levels-
basically an aesthete. His house was in a real working class street, with humpies around. His house was in the 
middle of all that and you couldn't tell it from any of the others. 
But you'd never know that from the book. 
That's the way he lived. And he did the work tor the Franciscan nuns without charge. But the photography never 
describes this side of the real man. Now I know the objective is not to describe the man but his work, but you can't 
separate a human from his or her work. That's the issue .... (break). 
Glenn do you have any thoughts on where architectural photography might go in the future? 
Well, where it's going now has the potential of taking absolutely everything. For example, with the new systems of 
digital imaging, which are extraordinarily accurate, it there are power poles in the way, or cars in the front they can 
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be whipped out. It then gives the possibility of whipping out to the extent that reality is lost. That might be where it 
is going - to a new fantasy which describes that which is not there. On the other hand it may very well sharpen 
peoples perception of beauty by pulling out the blots like poles- it might act in circular way. It might simply do that. 
On the other hand if a building has been designed to have a car park in front of it - and to get photographs of the 
building you whip the cars out, that is not a reality. It [technology] can be used to improve the environment [by 
drawing attention to things such as power poles and signage] or to distort reality and truth. 
By not working with corporate clients you don't have to convince them using montage techniques of what you are 
proposing - they know your work and seek you out because of it. 
That's exactly right. 
The idea of moving imagery- film, video, computer simulations, does that hold appeal to you? 
Yes, I think film is very important. That's why I have agreed to have this one hour 16mm documentary made. If I look 
at it from a selfish point of view- the one hundred and fifty hours of time it has taken so far- it's going to have to 
warrant something at the end of it. This film will be shown on ABC television, be in architecture schools, libraries, 
and be available to schools which have art as part of the syllabus. It means then that I have the chance to articulate 
my ideas about certain works -so there will be no more knocks on the door for separate interviews. I will be able to 
say to people it's all there - I need to work! I say this because my time is the only thing I no longer have in my life. 
As a result I don't earn any money. If I only do one house, as I did last year, where's my money coming from .... 
(break). 
74 
A question about the definition of architectural photography. What is it? Let me put some ideas of others. Max 
Dupain says in essence you only have an architectural photograph if the subject is that which is generally accepted 
as architecture. High design if you like. The vernacular- sheds, railway sidings are not architecture and as such do 
not generate architectural photography, rather a record of the built environment. 
Yes, I understand that he would say that. Max's view of an architectural photograph is to get right up onto the 
building. It might be a matter of using a wide angle lens so that you can be closer to get more of the subject. For 
example he did the Jamberoo House again and the photograph he puts in all his exhibitions is a photograph of the 
old building with the three chimney pots and the layering of the curved iron. He has chosen that as the 
representative image of the house. Now it doesn't describe much of the architecture- it describes a tiny part and 
there is a whole lot more. It's about light, shade and shadow, form, angles, pattern and texture. 
So he is using the architecture as a vehicle for his photography? 
There is no question that Max's love of light, of shadow, of light as it reveals the changing direction of surface, and 
the way he uses film and the camera becomes the subject in itself. In the end he is the photographer. It was always 
nice to have those shots but I've been with photographers who have been engaged by others who hate the 
sunlight. If it's cloudy they love it. They don't want the sun shining on the architecture. Max would never go to a job 
if the sun wasn't shining. He would always ring up (if we were going outside Sydney) the pilots on a particular 
number because they had such accurate details. The language used is ... "5/8 cloud and ragged at the edges". 
He'd say its a risk do you want to take it... and I'd always say yes because of the deadlines and it always worked 
(laughs). 
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When you worked with him did you always go to the site? 
Yes always- he never went on his own. 
Was that for his sake or yours? 
Both. I used to bend him a bit (laughs). Because it gave me an hour or two to talk to him about the building and what 
I was trying to achieve. 
That would inform him so he was more comfortable in satisfying your requirements. 
He actually said to me of all architects work, there was not a thing he did for me that he didn't really, really enjoy 
doing. He did many things for other people that he didn't enjoy doing. He was often asked the question .. "is there 
any particular architect you liked working for best?" and his answer was.. "that would be a very silly question for me 
to answer" (laughs). He wouldn't ever tell. 
His collaboration with Seidler was extraordinary- his recent book, Four Decades, is testament to that. 
When we were working I would sometimes say to him .. "look Max, have you thought about this one?" -the camera 
would come over and he'd say .. "you're a bugger you know" (laughs). He'd accept my view. The thing was that I'd 
designed the building. I know the reasoning behind the forms and spaces and I needed photographs to describe 
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the feelings of the users. For example in the house at Cromer, I designed it so that at sitting level you could see no 
other houses. Balconies and cut-offs allowed you to see only the national parks beyond. So I insisted that Max take 
some photographs from a seated position because that's what you experience. 
As an aside, I went to Taliesin West and sat in Frank Lloyd Wright's own room. The perception of the space from the 
seated position was quite different from standing. The ceiling was low- the result very, very comfortable indeed. 
That space has been rarely photographed and never to my knowledge has the photographer captured the real 
sense of space. You probably have to experience it. 
But it's that experiential quality that a photographer must try to portray- and often needs to be guided to. How can 
you possibly go into a house and know how it's being used? If I return to the Done House the photograph from the 
bathroom looking into the courtyard is low to show the actual view and the degree of privacy from the bath. It's 
almost like being there. The window in the Magnee House at ground level is low to see the sky reflected in the 
water - that is important to me. These design considerations are enjoyed by the owners and should be 
photographed similarly. 
On another tack entirely, did you find Max an intuitive person, a well read person or both? 
Well, I don't regard myself as well read, but comparatively I thought Max was very widely read. He discussed all sorts 
of topics with me- the latest book he was reading and so on. But let's talk about intuition - in my day, and your 
day, intuition was somewhat of a dirty word. Because it gave license to design the way you felt. It had a slightly 
mindless association to it. ... 
Ill informed folly ..... 
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But real intuition is anything but mindless. Leonardo da Vinci had intuition That was not mindless. Extraordinarily 
perceptive. Knowing. Intuition is the leap that's made on experience, knowing, understanding. 
It's the leap that can't be taught. 
Yes, and I think Max was intuitive. 
Our society expects you to rationalise everything, not only currently but from the Renaissance on. Certainly in 
Australia from the '60s it became very powerful through the letters of Tom Heath and Bryce Mortlock. Bryce's 
intent, in particular, in trying to find a reason for everything - unless you can state what the reason is, then why do 
it? Now I might be misinterpreting Bryce, but at the time that's how it read to many of us -that's how we felt it was 
being stated. Whereas I did a lot of things in my work on the basis of feeling my way through it. In other words the 
experiential. When I sat in the Greek Islands in a very simple courtyard, grapevines overhead, summertime, the 
wind blowing like mad outside, the vines stopping the wind and giving the transpiration- the coolness of the light, 
a large Greek family and two bottles of Retsina that they'd made themselves, a big table with two big fish and Greek 
food- I remember turning to my wife and saying to her .. "this is life and this is architecture". Simple walls, light, the 
place of being was there. That was (one of) my experiences and my whole career has been based on those sorts of 
experiences. 
There is a modesty that flows through that description. I found Max to be modest also- almost to a fault. Was he a 
friend as well as a consultant? 
I loved him. He was a fantastic man. 
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Did he ever act out his grumpy role with you? 
No, I knew it was there, but he was always a delight. We looked forward to our going away together- often we'd 
stay overnight - I'd make him dinner, make him breakfast. Look, we had the most fantastic friendship that was not 
exercised enough because we were both so bloody busy. His death to me was a tragedy. At his funeral I nearly 
choked myself. At lunch I was so disturbed I could barely breath- it was just awful. I rang him several times in the 
last few months of his life wanting to come and see him, and his wife Diana said ... "he is too sick he doesn't want to 
see anyone." He was very, very proud and didn't want people to see him in a weakened state. The tragedy for me 
was that he asked three people to come and see him the afternoon before he died, David Moore, Jill White and 
me. I was at the farm and not contactable. I heard of his death on the ABC News. Jill told me .. "Max just wanted you 
to come but we couldn't get you". 
Do you think enough time has elapsed to speak to Jill about what Max read, what made him tick? 
Sure. I think that's fine. - recognise that Jill is not well herself. She works along side Eric and I'm sure she would be 
only too happy. 
What about Max's wife Diana? 
I haven't spoken to her since the funeral, but I imagine you could. 
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Now if you don't mind, a few pre-prepared questions. Who do you regard as the significant Australian architectural 
photographers? 
Weill think Sievers was very good. His early work in black and white showed the relation of houses to gardens, light 
pouring in - really well documented. 
He was trained at the Contempora School in Berlin -a sort of underground off-shoot of the Bauhaus. 
Well it looks it, the work has a Bauhaus quality. 
Yes- the 'new objectivity '. When he first came to Australia he said Max was the only person he could talk to (about 
the international and contemporary photographic values of the day). 
He [Max] also photographed Syd Ancher's work and Syd was also influenced by the Bauhaus- he went to the 
Berlin Exhibition in 1936. 
So this might be an instance where the architect is influencing the photographer? 
I don't know, but I'm saying there may be a link, another line to look at.... John Ancher lives in Tasmania, he may 
know something about that. John is writing a book on his father so he may. What's interesting is that Max would 
include Syd in the photograph -for example in the Redman House. I remember Max saying to me that Syd said 
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... "no I don't want to look that way- this is my better side" (laughs). It really was that era of self consciousness. Syd 
used to say everything has its good and bad sides, some of my buildings you know you'd never photograph from 
the back (laughs). Syd was very conscious of photographing the buildings squarely; Max would very often like to 
get in a corner and Syd would bring him round square on to make it like an architectural elevation. 
Futagawa, in his The Japanese House was vel}' concerned with the parallel layering of form and space with the 
black and white image. 
Yes, but that was also a Bauhaus thing. 
Or alternatively, which Max often did, was to go in close with a wide angle lens - resulting in a dramatic 
monumentalised image. 
Yes that was also a Bauhaus device. They were very much about anti-serenity; very much concerned about the 
tension between form and space. Tension between spaces was Bauhaus and very Seidler. Max was able to 
capture that with his wide angle lens. 
He sometimes found my work difficult because I was much more concerned with serenity. Anti-tension in that 
sense. I spent time trying to get Max to reduce the dramatic effects. 
So, Sievers and Max were important. 
I think John Gollings is good. But can I say that the work he was doing for Corrigan and Daryl Jackson put me totally 
off. Now I am also a very faithful person. For example James Taylor is my engineer and I will go to the grave with him 
in that consulting capacity unless some client insists on a different arrangement. So regarding photography, I 
worked with Max and only Max after Harry Sowden initially. I found Harry Sowden a good photographer- one of 
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the best we had here because, unlike Max, Harry was very happy to have people with spaghetti falling out of their 
mouths! (in his pictures). Has anyone mentioned him to this stage? 
No, -is he still alive? 
Yes, he lives in England, his wife sadly has just died and you'd get hold of him through [Ove] Arups in Sydney or 
London. He is the sort of person you could talk to on the telephone about these sort of things. Write to him initially, 
then phone him. Harry was a terrific photographer - it was essentially black and white. He wrote Towards an 
Australian Architecture and Australian Woo/sheds. He lived here in the '70s and then returned to England to live. It 
had a very human approach, almost all in 35mm, very good lenses -Zeiss I think. He did all his own processing 
and his work was very good. I used him before Max. Harry returned to England so I needed someone good to 
replace him. Anyway, John Gollings approached me, but there was no way I was going to leave Max unless John 
was so much better. I know Ken Woolley and Harry Seidler used John when Max was getting on but he was fine for 
my purposes. Architects are generally creatures of fashion and they sometimes are drawn to the more tantalising 
from time to time. When Harry Sowden first came he cut in on a lot of Max's work. He did a very clever thing by 
producing the book "Towards an Australian Architecture" which wasn't too much about an Australian architecture 
but it was a book that introduced him to all these architects - and that allowed him to establish a practice. He also 
taught at Sydney University. 
The impact of that book should not be underestimated because the volume of publications was so much less in 
those days. 
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The book was quite good - but I know some architects who nearly went berserk because he was photographing 
things they did not want publicised. I know that (laughs). Coming back to the photographers- I liked Harry's work 
because it was the nearest to Max's but it actually had a bit more guts. He very rarely used a wide angle lens. He 
actually wrote things in various magazines on architectural photography - he would be able to give you those 
references. He referred to images as "being bent over the rack of a wide angle lens". The readers could then 
assume who he was referring to. 
Another marvellous photographer, I think, was David Moore. Kerry Dundas also did some good work. 
Max mentioned Kerry. 
Well he was good but didn't have the push or persistence. Tom Balfour, also very good, came from South Australia 
and worked with Max. These are the people that I think of. Lawrence Le Guay- was mainly fashion but did the odd 
bit of architecture. Richard Stringer from Queensland was also very good. He photographed the work of John 
Railton, an early Queensland architect who went to live in Ohio - he did some beautiful houses rather like Bill 
Lucas' early Castle Crag houses. I remember fondly those photographs showing the houses and their connection 
to the landscape; it was really very descriptive in black and white. At the time the houses were being done in timber 
and often the walls were just white inside -so you could imagine exactly what it was like. You could tell how the 
timber was treated or stained from the photographs -the mind was able to translate this very easily. 
Russell Jack (of A.J.C.) used to use David Moore- and David was very good with interiors. He would produce the 
work almost in Domus quality. Russell used to have bagged walls, simple planes and fire places out of folded steel 
and Moore was able to capture this very beautifully. 
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I have the feeling that David would have liked to have done much more architectural photography but somehow he 
wasn't accepted- always in the shadow of Max Dupain. 
Everybody in Sydney was in Max's shadow and when you are in a shadow I'm afraid there is only moonlight to show 
you out (up?) (laughs). 
David had other outlets in photojournalism. 
His architectural work was very good. He did work for lan McKay as well and Philip Cox too. I'm sure he 
photographed Leppington Boys Home and Tocal College; their work of the late '50s and '60s was outstanding. 
There was effort, love and suffering - lashings of it in those projects. 
Can I go back earlier than Dupain - the only figure that comes to mind is Harold Cazneaux. 
Of course, and Max was very impressed with his work. I think there was some connection between the two families 
- probably worth checking out. 
How would you describe Cazneaux's work, - documentary? 
Yes- there is a lot of architecture in it. Most often it was not photographing a single building but you can't say 
photographs of buildings in their contexts is not architectural photography. 
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That's where the definition starts to get a bit fuzzy. 
Yes, Cazneaux's work was quite remarkable. Absolutely excellent. 
I think his work receives too much negative criticism. He is primarily regarded as a Pictorialist. The image of the 
surfers at Bondi from above, Martin Place, the Harbour Bridge are all modernist compositions through and through. 
Yes, of course they are. One of the problems with history is that a position or stance is taken up, then particular 
examples are selected to substantiate that position. The same will be true in architectural photography. It's a form of 
censorship. I think what you have to do is say this is one aspect of the human, but they were capable of this and 
this and so on. It's like an architect, I'm characterised by some as the architect of the rural tradition but the Magnee 
House and plenty of others are as urban as you can get. It's how people want to classify you. Once the myth is 
established it's very hard to change. Like roles in film making you typecast... (break). 
We have covered photographers by name up to John Go/lings -anyone younger? 
Yes. Eric Sierins is probably Max Dupain's protege. He did the Magnee House in Paddington- but it didn't portray 
the real feeling of the place. I understood Max was going to do it but he didn't and I think it shows. 
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I know time is short so I'll be brief: you use architectural photography to record design process -yes; drawings and 
models -yes; documentation of past achievements -yes; we haven't discussed architectural photography as an 
art form? 
I think that's where you get into a dangerous area. It really is dangerous; because when it becomes a thing in itself 
- an artefact? I know Max absolutely rejected the idea of photography as art .... 
Yet it is purchased and displayed by State and National Galleries!. Many of his photographs are not straight out 
information they transcend the mere document, in that sense I think they are art. The one he loves best of 
Jamberoo with the chimneys and curved steel is nothing but art- all texture and chiaroscuro lighting. 
Is that a case where the photographer starts to use your architecture as a vehicle for their art? 
Yes- I've got no objection to that as long as that's not the full story. 
You use photography for discussing the quality of architecture? -yes; education ?-yes; publication?- yes; 
promotion - no. 
I don't use photography for self promotion but the promotion of architecture. I don't use brochures ever. 
Recording the building process - yes, for teaching to show how they are constructed and rarely for legal 
purposes. Recording architectural precedent- yes. 
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You have given your opinion on who you think are the significant Australian architectural photographers. What of 
Mark Strizic? 
Yes I know the name and work - but it's not in the same category as Max. 
(laughs) Do you spend your spare hours reading literature on architectural photography? 
No not at all. 
Do you employ photographers because you regard them as innovators in their profession? 
No, I'm just interested in people who are good. It's as Mies said, "I'm not interested in being interesting, I'm 
interested in being good." 
Is there architecture in Australia that is enhanced by photography? 
Well, Reyner Banham thinks so, - a lot. There is no question that I think photography has overstated a lot of 
architecture- particularly during the dreaded Post-Modern period here. That was extraordinarily enhanced by 
particularly colour photography. It bought the trivial to the attention of the public and unfortunately they loved it. It 
was easily digested. A spoilt child's architecture that came out of America, out of an over affluent society and died 
in the stock market crash of '87. 
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When did you commence the photography of your work? 
Really when I received the first Graham Mulroney Restoration and Renovation Award- which was a travel grant. 
Berry Estate Agents, wanted some kudos so they splashed photographs in the papers. Then the next two 
buildings I completed were my brother's house and Laurie Shaw's house and both of those won awards. They 
were photographed by Max Dupain. Harry Sowden did the Mosman house for the Graham Mulroney Award. Harry 
and Max also photographed models -that's another important aspect. (I used to make balsa models for Ancher 
Mortlock when I was there) (laughs). 
Do you admire the work of overseas photographers? 
Stoller I have known for years. Richard Bryant is English and very good. Reiner Blunck -we have spoken of. He 
has done quite a lot of work for me. I don't employ him, he comes here each summer; he photographs the work and 
sells the material to magazines. 
Is he a journalist? 
For example, because Francois Frominot is writing a new book on my work - she's in Paris, he's just across the 
way - she knows all the work I've done - so she can write about it. 
So they collaborate? 
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They do. In fact there is an issue of L 'Architecture D'Aujourd'Hui coming out on the 12th of this month - a major 
issue on Australia and he has work in that. 
Good -I should check up on that too.!! 
Are there any publications whose reputation is sustained by photographic quality? For example G.A., Domus, 
Abitare ..... 
No question. You don't buy it for the words. The pictures lead the words very much. 
And there is no Australian equivalent? 
No. 
Are there any publications whose photography you find particularly irritating? 
Well I find most Australian popular magazines portraying lifestyle rather than architecture- and that's irritating as an 
architect; because it's pretending to be architecture. It's the bottom of the mainstream and not particularly an 
Australian problem I might add. 
Do your clients influence your employment of a photographer? 
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Not at all;- they don't pay for it so therefore they have no say (laughs). 
I think most of the remainder of the questionnaire is not applicable apart from perhaps where you think architectural 
photography might go in terms of say CAD, or video .... 
I couldn't care less about CAD or video. The thing is this that it's the editors and owners of journals that will 
determine where it will all go. If they can get cost effective images that make publications look better than the real 
thing, then it'll get the go ahead. 
There are already books being published with an interactive C.D. as a bonus. You can have the book read to you 
with a musical background and accompanying images! 
Sure -that's another way, but will it save time? 
Glenn , that's an exhaustive and fascinating interview from my point of view- thank you so much. 
Good. I'll look forward to reading it. 
End 
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Lawrence Nield interviewed by Adrian Boddy, 
Balmain Sydney, September 8th, 1992. 
I know you are familiar with the general intent of this thesis so would you like to begin by making some general 
observations about the photography of architecture? 
I think that there are two aspects that interest me about the subject. Firstly, the huge difference between (even) 
architects photography of their own work and generally amateur photography of architecture as opposed to the 
work of profound, professional photographers. For example one can see it all the time in the annual R.A.I.A. Award 
submissions. There is such a huge difference between those who take their own snaps and those who engage a 
professional. It's not the gloss; it's not the colour rendering; it's not the perspective correction; there is something 
else and I'll come back to this point. 
Secondly, and this point goes almost back to our understanding of art and the way, as I would see it, that art has 
almost changed since the invention of the museum. Art is no longer interpreted with architecture ... with barrel 
vaulted ceilings. friezes, domes ... where architecture, as it were, made way for art. We've (now) got things that are 
hung on walls, and photography with its standard format(s) is a continuation of that. But, it goes further, there is 
almost a circular process going on. The second part of architectural photography that interests me is that the 
photograph represents the building. As we no longer have art and architecture together so we understand lots of 
buildings simply through the photograph. In fact, I guess I've only seen about 10% of Japanese architecture but I 
feel I've seen it all because of the G.A.'s and all the sophisticated photographs that represent the buildings. They 
may represent them poorly, but nevertheless the photography begins to stand for the building. I think that has 
been an important influence (on architecture) ... as photography has been on art ... photography has been an 
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important influence on architecture, certainly since the Bauhaus where they (first) became interested in those 
interrelationships. 
So those two points I think are very important. 
If I can now go back to the first point. I find that architectural photography is like model making ... the more realistic 
you make a model, the more representational, the less communicative it is! That's why so many architects use all 
white or all balsa models. Once we represent lawn and trees and everything else (maybe due to the carelessness 
of scale, etc ) the result looks uneasy and uncomfortable. Architectural photography is a bit like that. The ordinary 
everyday architects snap is rather like an over-realistic model that doesn't bring out the interpretation of structure 
and fabric or brief and program that a good model can. It doesn't get to the essence of the problem. In the most 
simplistic way architecture is about an interpretation of a site or context; an interpretation of a brief; and then an 
interpretation of fabric and structure. An over-realistic model somehow masks those issues as does an 
unthoughtful, unprofessional, architectural photograph. 
I find, for instance, that John Gollings has that almost surreal quality in his work ... like a Jeffrey Smart painting. 
Nevertheless, in that surreal quality, whether it's the lenses he uses or whether it's the way he uses colour, I find it 
the most satisfactory of all. No one would ever regard it as natural colour but his colour greatly enhances the 
understanding of those three problems that I talked about. Lastly he can, without it appearing like a poor 
architectural perspective, use people in his photographs, unlike many others. So those issues attract me to John's 
work. As a heavily whispered aside, my mother was born in Rutherglen and John's family comes from there too. It is 
one of those slightly surreal towns with a main street and Russell Drysdale pubs and so on. And I can't help seeing 
in his light that Drysdale quality ... in the way he sees wide streets and the way he can increase perspective and yet 
he can still bring out those three points. So in using John Gollings its been more than just comparing his 
photographs with others. I feel that there is a lot of empathy in the way I see space and the way I appreciate urban 
situations and the way he does. Not to say in any way that he does that all the time but I find some resonance with 
that. 
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If I can go back, the first photography he did for me was in about 1984. (I'd used Max Dupain to photograph Mt 
Druitt Hospital and Newcastle Hospital and so on.) In Canberra we did Chisholm High School and John made one 
stunning photograph, which I actually used in a presentation last week. It brought together all the variously pitched 
roofs and the Brindabella Ranges behind. [this image was published in the 1985 'Australian Built' Exhibition]. 
Somehow in that one photograph he managed to capture all the issues: the dialogue between the mountains and 
the roofs, given the fact that the high roofs represented a new way of ventilating schools with industrial equipment. 
He managed to interpret the brief; the relationship of site to context; and the fabric of brick and tin. One 
photograph stood for the whole project; that I found was quite extraordinary. A lot of the other work he did with the 
children was all extremely helpful in interpreting the building and being able to exhibit it. It really needed precise 
photographs to bring out all the things that I felt strongly about. 
Some of the photographs even brought out things that I'd never dreamed of. The method, which I think some 
architects use, of setting the position for the sort of views they want is exactly what I don't do with John. I talk to him 
about interpretive things, ... what we were trying to do with or in the building. I try to draw out the artist in him and 
then let him go. For example, on the Overseas Passenger Terminal, with the curve and the butterfly roofs and the 
way they come down from the bridge and then respond to the Opera House. He produced a particularly dramatic 
image of people coming off the Q.E.2. and the building being very much transitional, a landing as it were, between 
the ship and the shore, with people coming down the escalators. I wasn't even there when he did that. Every time 
he has managed to interpret what I have said about things. 
In more recent times he was going to do some photography of the medical research building at the University of 
New South Wales. For some reason he was unavailable and he recommended someone else who's name 
fortunately eludes me at the moment and is probably best forgotten! When you compare both sets of images, 
John's are miles more interpretive. They are just so understanding of what we were trying to achieve. He was also 
able to evoke a completely different way of looking at the building. We wanted to bring out volumetric order; we 
wanted to bring out light and shade; the botany areas on the roof; the winter-garden; we wanted to bring out scale 
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between buildings because it was sited within a brutalist graveyard on the upper levels of the campus. This last 
point was very difficult to deal with but John managed all the issues. 
It amazed me on a one for one basis ... even though I told them both the same things ... the difference was 
remarkable. Whether John understands his medium and his lenses and his light better I don't know. He also 
understands, having studied architecture as well, our language better then others. 
I think he is, in his own way, as passionate about architecture as architects themselves. He believes, and rightly so, 
that he has got something valuable to contribute to architecture ... it is a vel}' deep personal commitment to the 
histol}' and heritage of Australia. Like Max he is very Australian. 
That's exactly right. One understands that, because he can often see things in your building that you haven't 
talked about... he responds, makes comparisons, and so on. I find that all very reassuring ... its never a question of 
trying to "get the shot " all it is, is a question of creatively interpreting the building. Often I don't have time to go to 
the building though that's my preference. In the case of the medical lab' at U.N.S.W. we spent a couple of hours 
talking and looking at drawings and looking at the site ... discussing light, times of the day, and trying to anticipate 
things so he fully understood. 
It's a bit like talking to another architect in that sense. 
Yes we have no problem with that. I didn't really have the same sort of conversations with Max [Dupain], but I do 
think his model photography was exceptionally good .... which is also another aspect of architectural photography. 
It goes back to my original reference that photographing models is again something that architects need and in a 
sense it has to be as professional as locational work. The last photography that Max did for me was in 1988 when 
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we did a hotel competition for the Rocks. Max, without any fuss, could go out to a model-makers workshop, throw 
up some black drapes and get quite extraordinary results ... really dramatic perspective. One of Max's hallmarks was 
that image of the model from above ... getting a tall buildings perspective. One remembers for example the model 
photograph of Grovesnor Place more than any others. With our hotel submission he produced an incredibly 
dramatic photograph. 
Would you say that was a technique that Max invented or developed? 
I've never seen anyone else do those shots from above with the plan disappearing down into the streets in 
perspective. And he just put the model on the floor and stood on the table ... it wasn't studio stuff. (I'll show you a 
copy of that.) 
John does other things. For example, lighting the inside of the model - pouring yellow light inside the National 
Science and Technology Centre model so that it looked surreal and dramatic. Model photography is very 
important, because we can so easily deceive ourselves with models. Obviously you've got to work out how you 
want to use the architectural photography ... do you want to show the building from street level, or see it in the 
urban fabric, or do you want to bring out relative scale relationships? It's a difficult thing and again that's something 
where there's a huge difference between amateurs and the sort of people we are talking about here. 
So I guess those are the two different things I wanted to say. This question of having not to be real if one actually 
wants to understand. Photography cannot be "eye lens" representational. If you just take the eye view as it were, 
and use the lens like the eye, you cannot in my view ... with the building out of sunshine or out of light... address 
those three different aspects of architecture. That can only be done in a slightly surreal way rather than a real way. 
Its not a question of the pretty picture, it's not a question of trying to look slick. 
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As I've said it's exactly what one finds when one is doing a model. .. it's the closest analogy. If one does a model and 
doesn't stylise things ... use abstract trees and abstract white forms against one another then it just doesn't bring 
out what the building is about. I think photography is similar to that. 
Are the photographic illustrations in popular magazines such as Belle, Vogue Living, etc ... really architectural 
photography? 
Some of it can be - depending on the building, depending on the photographer. There is a huge difference 
between representing the narcissistic society- that is the old problem where we're dealing with buildings that are 
designed on a one to one basis with an architect; ie, taking on a job with a client who appreciates one's architectural 
values -or who has the same lifestyle - or who has something in common. Where as when one is dealing with 
large urban or institutional buildings which don't have that one to one relationship -where one doesn't have the 
opportunity to have say Herman Miller to fit it out for the photograph and so on. It seems to me that the former sort 
of photographs represent lifestyle. Always you can have the problem that... even though one can't underestimate 
the research and new form developed by people such as Glenn Murcutt, ... on the whole those (popular) images 
don't bring out the three things that I think are necessary. Glenn does not use those lifestyle photographs to 
represent his buildings. 
I think that those magazines are selling lifestyle. It goes back to the early 'Home' magazine where the interior 
image was intended to sell the contents- knifes, forks, floor coverings, furniture, etc ... the current popular interior 
magazines have developed into a more subtle form of non specific advertising. Whereas the 'serious' interior 
journals contain images that are stripped of the trappings of daily life - down to the building form, light, 
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spaces, .... the issues that designers, rather then consumers of design services are concerned with. In the 
business they'd call it niche marketing. 
Yes indeed. But in our sort of society there is always a temptation that anything will become styled or debased. 
Whereas a laboratory building at the U.N.S.W. or a hospital at Mt Druitt has a wider social agenda. However 
imperfect the client is, as opposed to the one on one client... to struggle through that and to get a representation 
of some of the ideas that have come through is a different task. It may not require any more technical skills but it 
certainly requires a different interpretative skill. 
End 
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Harry Seidler interviewed by Adrian Boddy, 
Glen Street, Milson's Point Sydney, August 21st, 1992. 
Thank you for sending the copy of your tribute to Max - it was a vel}' compelling tribute at the Art Galle!}' of New 
South Wales on 12 noon, Tuesday 11th August 1992. 
That's fine, you can quote any section of it. [the tribute is included on p 269 at the end of this transcription]. 
Harl}' would you like to start this discussion by simply talking about what it was like to work with Max - what his 
particular attributes were? 
Max was always one to say we ought to get some distance away to see the whole thing [building and context]. I'd 
say: you can't - Sydney is so over built, but he'd respond: "I'll find a spot". Then [referring to the M.L.C. 
photography in Harl}' Seidler, Four Decades Of Architecture 1992 Thames & Hudson ) he found this view from on 
top of a building which was dead on centre - "that's where we are going and we are going at 12.15 pm on a certain 
day because that's when the light will be just right". He was the sort of man who could assess what was best to do. 
[again referring to the M.L.C. image].l mean who would think of doing that? To show the fact that these columns 
aren't flat - here you see what the sun does to it and you see that they twist -that it's a warped surface. Max 
brings that out. Other people might take the same photograph and just not care a damn- they happen to be there 
at a certain time and the light isn't right. Max would never take a picture unless it brought the right things out. He 
used to scout around and I did too, - in recent years we'd compare notes about where good locations were. I 
always thought I knew best where to stand and he'd agree and then he'd go to some other place and I'd think he is 
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wasting his time, but it was never a waste of time- some of them turned out to be the best. I always tell the story 
about the black and white picture of the Paris Embassy- it's the classic picture of the back of the building with its 
curves. I would never have thought of taking a picture from that position. But Max knew. He just walked over and 
looked straight up without any trees at all and made that incredible picture with that curve which shows the 
gradation of the stone. 
This, [referring to Grosvenor Place] I thought again, he was wasting his time. I wanted a picture taken from the Plaza 
- so he went outside the gate and took this - [a framed view of the tower between the granite air conditioning 
outlets]- it's a tremendous shot, he waited for someone to walk inside, silhouetted against the fountain. 
Again he did this work for us on 'Capita' (1984 - '89); it must have been one of the last jobs he did with us. He took 
this view to start with, and I thought what the heck is he doing, just the trees- I want the building; but it's a terrific 
shot [of palm shadows on the internal core wall] then he got tired, and half way through that job he said "you better 
take me back", and Eric Sierins finished the photography. 
I've spoken to a lot of architects about Max- and somehow they didn't 'click' with him. I suppose he and I had a 
particular rapport - he liked the opportunities that my sort of work offered in compositional terms, the sort of 
abstract patterns that he was able to get out of things- which he enjoyed photographing. 
This [pointing to the Ringwood Cultural Centre] is in Melbourne. Max was very reluctant to fly to Melbourne 
because he had a heart condition. He was advised not to fly unless it couldn't be helped. But I insisted, so we went 
down there for an afternoon. Half way through the job - he had only taken 2 or 3 pictures and we were waiting for 
the sun or whatever- he had to lie down and that goes back to 1978 - 80; that's after Paris. Ever since then .... 
here too, we insisted on flying him to this housing development in Queensland -very reluctant, he didn't want to 
go. We stayed overnight and worked in the morning. Again he was unhappy about being taken out of his 
environment. By '82-84 he wouldn't fly anymore and so he couldn't take pictures outside Sydney. John Gollings 
does the work outside Sydney and has done so since that time. John is now my choice, and is very good, but with 
due respect I don't think he has the compositional instincts that Max had. He's a lot more commercial, and he's 
really good when he's needled to really produce. 
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Although Max agreed to do Grosvenor Tower he didn't do all the work- on a particular day it meant going up to 
Australia Square roof I said it (Grosvenor) has to be taken looking at the Harbour context and finally he said I can't 
walk up two flights of stairs from the last lift stop. He said take Eric- his assistant- and that was the first time I 
worked with Eric Sierins who is carrying on now. He's damn good. Very good -he's learnt from Max a great deal I 
think- in the last years. I think he is excellent. He's been there for two or three years and he's learnt all the tricks. 
I'm glad that there is somebody who's carrying on. There were a lot of people who didn't quite have it in them or 
want to go that same way. 
How did you choose Max as your photographer, or was it that he was simply the best? 
There is no doubt that he was the best but it was really a coincidence. My brother (Marcel), who died some years 
ago of cancer, was a photographer- and bloody good. He really taught me everything. He said don't buy anything 
other than a Leica- he processed and printed film. Until about '51, from 1948-'51 Marcel took all my photographs 
many of them early houses. Marcel knew Max. Because he was absorbed in my parents business, he suggested 
that Max do the work. My brother was also interested in film making - he worked for the film board in Canada for 
years. He had great regard for Max- he said he was the best- which he certainly was. 
You must have been vety organised, even as a student, to keep such thorough visual records of your work. Do 
you think that was an outcome of Bauhaus training? 
Is it true also, that the Bauhaus instigated, through its educational program, the connection between photography 
and architecture? 
100 
Absolutely, I can't think of an instant where photography was used to anywhere near the same extent. The images 
that one saw as a student in Canada studying architecture, such as the work of Gropius and Breuer in the 30's were 
so compelling! And there were so many of them. In those days history lectures were given with glass slides- very 
large- in an enormous machine. Before the days of 35mm. I remember seeing all these black and white images 
from Europe. Then, when I went to the United States from Canada the bookshops were full of things, the 
Corbusier books, not such great photography, but the images were utterly compelling. There was more and more 
of a flood of visual material. That made one immensely interested in modern architecture because there was none 
to speak of in North America. It was like coming to Australia in the 1940's- there was nothing. In New York, about 
the only building you could say was 'modern' was the first Museum of Modern Art by Edward Stone -there was 
literally nothing else. Of course there were the jazz-style skyscrapers which are now back in so called fashion. But 
nothing that I would call really progressive architecture. 
So the images made all the difference, because that's what students had to live off. Before the war the action was 
in Europe. But here the images were the lesson. We had to latch onto this to make a better world. 
I looked through The Photography of the Bauhaus- I thought it was just terrific. Albers took many photographs at 
the Bauhaus. He worked with the Dadaists, Moholy Nagy and particularly with his second wife. All the women who 
were associated with the Bauhaus were really dynamic. 
[Referring to the architectural photography section of the above]- when you saw these photographs in 1945 or so! 
In America there was no such equivalent animal anywhere - nothing to touch it with a 50 foot pole in terms of 
imagery or architecture. 
So the image was the architecture for young people? 
Sure, because students couldn't see it, couldn't walk through it. That's why books and photography were 
enormously important. And of course the European architects portrayed their buildings very dramatically. I don't 
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think anyone in America ever did. The Beaux Arts trained people had snapshots in a history book and that didn't 
send the blood pressure up. But when you see these dramatic photographs (referring to Bauhaus Photography) 
which are still icons well... .. there is no comparison. 
By the 40's Julius Shulman was the acme of architectural photography in America- there was nobody else other 
than Stoller (who did a lot of Breuer's work). There was a Chicago based magazine called Arts and Architecture 
which was almost dominated by Schulman's photography - he set the pace for the work of Craig Ellwood, 
Soriano, .. all those Californian houses (that are now being restored). 
I met John Entenza who was the head of the Chicago based foundation that published Arts and Architecture, and 
my early reputation was due to him. Whenever I did something I sent the material to him, and almost immediately it 
was published- almost every second month we had a project published. A lot of architects that I meet in America 
say ' were you the guy that used to have the houses in the 1950's in 'Arts and Architecture'? It was a really high 
quality magazine- not the trash that you see published today .. The world is now so confused they publish ugly 
photographs, ugly buildings, just appalling. 
Incidentally, the routine in America was for an architect to make an agreement with a photographer- you'll 
photograph the building that I've just finished, you'll have the rights to it and, the architect never paid for the 
photographs. It was the magazines who wanted the images that paid the photographer for the pictures. It was 
because there was such a shortage of 'name' architects producing work for an ever increasing demand. 
Did you have to teach or instruct Max regarding the photography of your architecture, or did he instinctively 
understand it? 
No I never had to teach him anything. When it came to photographing a house he just knew. He usually made 
some exploratory visit- a flying, quick look at it. He was intensely aware of the orientation, which way it faced, what 
time one should go there to get the light from the side instead of straight on or whatever. Then I invariably went 
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with him, some architects don't do that, - but also for the reason that I wanted to take slides of the same things; 
where ever he thought it was a good position to take a picture, I stood next to him and did the same thing and there 
are some bloody good pictures - some people think my 35mm slides are taken by Max Dupain -well they were 
virtually- except that I didn't have to worry about how to expose them- my camera does that for me! So he knew 
intuitively where to go. If one made a suggestion he more often than not, would have all the reasons in the world 
why it was prosaic. 
He always went beyond the portrait of the house. It was one thing to portray it, but he combined that with 
producing a two dimensional abstraction of it at the same time. He made a two dimensional work of art out of what 
he saw. 
I remember on Peter Ross'Sunday program he spoke of the reductive process that he went through - forever 
trying to eliminate the unnecessary and get to the bare essentials - the essence. 
Sure. 
So Max was a self-trained, intuitive person? 
Absolutely, as most creative people really are. There is no way of teaching that. 
It's interesting talking to David Moore; he was able to speak quite precisely about the various stages of 
photographic influence and development. David is both journalist and photographer and is a master of telling the 
story. 
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Yes, they are quite different people in that respect. I have never been drawn to David's architectural photography 
-his view is one of ad hocery. You go there and see the architecture, which ever way: people, garbage cans .... 
that's the way it is and he portrays that part of life. That's what he wants to do. Well, that's o.k. but it's not my view of 
what architectural photography should be like. It's these idealised images that portray it in the form of art that is an 
integral part of that kind of architecture. That's really where the compositional sensitivity of Max Dupain and the 
compositional characteristic of that kind of architecture merged. Happily he always enjoyed finding these abstract 
images of it [architecture] that lent themselves to his purpose- because the architecture did that sort of thing. 
I think what should be said about Max is his unfailing technique. The really intense, almost maniacal pursuit of 
perfection in him comes from what he did in his darkroom. First, how he exposes film -the fact that he always took 
two negatives of everything. He explained the reason for this years ago. The first negative is processed normally-
that then determines, given the critical temperature and timing, what needs to be done to produce the [second] 
perfect negative. 
When I mentioned this to Julius Shulman he laughed and said: "just a waste of film". So Max, in spite of all his 
experience -you would have thought he would have known exactly what the exposure was- there was always 
that need to produce the best. He did not like thick negatives; he knew it would bring up greys in the printing. He 
had a soft quality in his negatives- that had just the right quality of translucence that he knew that would produce 
unmatching prints. The story I told about Paris is quite true -we went there with pots and pans, vessels and trays 
and all manner of paraphernalia- we had to make special arrangements with Qantas. He was not going all that way 
and come home with unprocessed film to find something was wrong. He set up a darkroom in one of the kitchens 
in the apartments. And after every day he processed the film in exactly the same way. The first negative was 
checked for exposure and composition. He would re-take if there was the least problem. So we really got a superb 
set of pictures, something like 40 or 50 photographs of the building inside and out. It's probably the largest set I've 
ever had taken of anything. There is so much to photograph there. There's interiors, night and day and two 
buildings. 
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Even though this is an obvious question would you mind just stating how you use architectural photography? 
Firstly I use photography to record what I've built. It's nice in retrospect to be reminded of the endless numbers of 
jobs that we've done over 40 years. Our recent book is about 430 pages - hundreds of building projects. It's 
important for an architect to keep track of what he or she is doing because you can learn -you think- I wouldn't 
do that anymore, or, -that is not what I would want to do the next time. 
I think you lead the way in Australian architecture in terms of visual documentation. As a student in the 60's I 
remember very few architects who were prepared to document their buildings so thoroughly or excellently. In 
those days Architecture in Australia was a pleasure to read. 
I think I picked that up from seeing Gropius and Breuer in action because they always had the most superb 
photographs of their work - and presentation drawings. They stopped at nothing to have the really telling 
essentials of their buildings portrayed. It's not copying a dye line print as most people give to the publishers, but a 
properly drawn presentation plan. When you get into the habit of producing that for all buildings I think it comes off 
in the long term. 
Portrayal is one thing, salesmanship is another, there is no question about that. One needs to show clients what 
they are going to get- which means models and model photography. When there is a huge job in question and a 
big board of people who have to be informed, well you're not going to show them a little drawing. So it's both the 
slide show of the model and the fixed exhibition that's important. We have scores of pictures that are 81 type 
sheets usually with full frame photographs of the model as well as the plans. 
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So photography is a necessary tool for architects to present their work; to make the client agree that the proposal is 
worth spending millions on. Most architects, I think, do that very poorly - and it's getting worse. Not only is the 
architecture unpresentable, but it does not lend itself to dramatic display because it is so fussy. I don't know what or 
why a lot of people do today. 
But anyway, photography is making art of the architectural object. That is presentation, to idealise it in art terms. 
Consider almost any of Max's model photographs -they idealise the proposal in many ways. 
Thirdly, we get bombarded all the time for visual material from all sides, whether it's for advertising some material 
that has been used in our buildings or magazines that want to show it. To say I'll think about it and I'll get someone 
to photograph it is bad news. You lose out if you don't have the material right there. 
Fourthly, I think slides are also important to show for talks either here or overseas. To be able to put your hand on 
just the right kind of message that you are trying to make a point about is important. 
I think what should also be mentioned in terms of the future is the video -the moving story. The 1991 [National 
Architecture] Awards had an audiovisual produced. It's terrific, sound, interviews explaining the building and 
dramatic views of the building [Grosvenor Place] from every angle. This is part of the way of the future. It animates 
the presentation in such a way that you don't have to perform yourself anymore. You just turn the machine on and 
people get the message from your own mouth. They see the best of stills made almost into an moving picture. I 
thought that it was exceptionally well done. By the way all our archives, up to the point of this recent book are now 
in the Mitchell Library. So if people want to look at any of these buildings and to see how they were built- what the 
details were- they can go there and get them. The Mitchell Library also has a lot of Max's photographs. 
Can you speculate on the future of Architectural Photography? 
I don't know if you have come across this before? Architectural film photography of the 30's such as 'Metropolis' 
and 'The Shape of Things to Come' (an outcome of the Futurists)? but the imagery of the city built underground 
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with machines that put panels into place. It was produced in 1936 with the sets designed by Moholy Nagy. Quite 
fantastic! At the moment we have the frozen images- the icons and they are beautiful things; but there is a place, 
I believe, for the moving image; an opportunity to portray life and the way buildings change under different light 
conditions. I think that is quite untapped. The moving image is a great selling tool; people are very much 
mesmerised by T.V., all their senses are orientated toward that kind of medium, and I think to be able to present a 
building with the help of that technology - I think that's the way things are going. If you can't match the current 
standards of the media then you are boring people. If you keep showing slides the way your grandfather did when 
he came back from a trip then obviously they don't particularly respond to that. Obviously the double projection 
helps a great deal because you can animate the presentation by going from one to the other. It does help a great 
deal to compare and relate things. But the ultimate thing then would be almost what I saw in 1936- that fantastic 
Moholy Nagy movie .... Anyway I find that the idea and techniques have never been developed (for architectural 
presentation). 
People talk highly of computer generated images of interiors and exteriors of buildings: they are the most boring 
ugly things in the world. It's a misuse of material [technology]. I would say it is far preferable to photograph models 
themselves rather than having the 'fly through' perspective that moves in such a crude way. 
That I see as the future. It will not necessarily do away with the printed word or the printed image- in other words 
the photograph will still remain a valid thing, but for presentations, for selling purposes, I think the moving image will 
take over. 
I'm interested if you can say, given the thousands of images Max created, whether there is a group- maybe a 
dozen or so - that you regard as iconic. 
They would be the double page illustrations in the new book. I particularly like the black and white image looking up 
at the Paris Embassy (He never took it in colour). It's superb. 
End 
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Author Interviews with Photographers 
Max Dupain interviewed by Adrian Boddy, 
Artarmon Studio, August 1Oth, 1990. 
Max you probably gathered from my introduction through Christine Godden, that this thesis on architectural 
photography is still in the early stages. Details of structure, indeed content, are still vety much open to change. I 
thought the following outline might assist in your understanding of my questions: 
The working title is: 
"Aspects of Architectural Photography in Australia" 
My aim is to analyse the photography of Australian architecture. Content would be substantially based on 
interviews with some of Australia's key exponents. I understand these figures to be yourself, David Moore, John 
Go/lings, and Grant Mudford. With the exception of Grant, who I has not yet contacted, they have all kindly agreed 
to participate. These photographers have long standing associations with Australian architects : yourself with Harty 
Seidler; Glenn Murcutt; Andrew Andersons; David Moore with Edwards Madigan Torzillo Briggs; Philip Cox; John 
Andrews; John Go/lings with Datyl Jackson; Denton Corker Marshall; Peter Corrigan. At this stage I feel that this 
contemporaty material should be preceded by an introductoty chapter including nineteenth centuty documentaty 
photography of Australian buildings- represented by the work of B.O. Holtermann (1838-1885), H.B. Merlin 
(1830-1373), C. Bayliss (1850-1897), J. W. Lindt (1845-1926); and the early twentieth century environmental 
photography of Harold Cazneaux ( 1878-1953). His daughters are also keen to contribute to this project. 
As a beginning, could you comment on the personalities I have chosen to represent Architectural Photography in 
Australia. 
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I'd suggest Kerry Dundas - he has a lot of promise and so has David Potts. Did you see that show at the State 
Gallery recently? - about five photographers, well I think David Potts' work was the most promising in the show. 
Unfortunately I think he's no longer working as a photographer. 
John Gollings worries me - he is essentially a commercial photographer. 
Well/ think his work is as different relative to the status quo as your work was in the late 30's, that's why I have asked 
him to participate. 
Well that may be a good idea, it's another point of view, but I think it will be a very materialistic one. I haven't thought 
about this a great deal but if you did follow the people you suggest you'd have a good cross section of attitudes. 
There would be more in common between myself, David [Moore] and Grant Mudford than John [Gollings]. He's a 
good architectural photographer no doubt - but in looking at his work you come up against a very materialistic 
attitude to start with. He's got a lot of fun, a lot of his night shots are rather beaut', but there is no meat underneath. 
The point is he has no versatility. I haven't seen any of his work other than architecture and that's a hell of a narrow 
point of view. You can't get much more than an illustrative fixation. Let's think about it... .. 
Would you mind running over some of the points that we covered when Christine Godden first introduced us? 
One of the things I wanted to ask you from the beginning was: with whom did you commence your architectural 
photography? How did it all start? 
It started as a reaction against advertising illustration and fashion photography which was my long suit in the 30's 
and 40's. I got very sick of the superficial, where as with architecture you were dealing with totally different people, 
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creative people, and on the whole, interesting and approachable people. That was the start. Now applying 
photography to architecture is so different to applying it to fashion for instance, one is highly creative and the other 
is superficially creative. One [architecture] is involving the people and creating an environment, an atmosphere in 
which the people live - even though you are not aware of it probably. Nevertheless it's there and having an 
influence. Well I figure that's a value; any contribution one can make towards that effort is worth while. And 
photography is bloody useful, I don't think we can do without it. 
You are making the point that the social value - the value to the community- of your photography is greater 
when you are dealing with architecture than it is with fashion? Fashion is here today and gone tomorrow. 
Yes I've said as much and I don't intend to retract any of it with all due respects. I suppose it's an Australian attitude 
to look toward a money making situation and there is no doubt about it that advertising and illustration is very 
profitable. But god you have to live with yourself! 
So have you made good professional associations, even friends with the architects that you work with? 
Oh yes, they are all good people- I can't think of any who I haven't got on well with. 
Who are the outstanding architects that come to your mind? 
Philip Cox, Glenn Murcutt, Harry Seidler of course, Laurence Nield, there would be a dozen or so. Many I have 
been working for forty years! 
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Was that your first strong professional association with architecture? 
It could well be. 
Did you ever do any photography for Syd Ancher ? 
Oh yes - he was one that I should have mentioned. 
Syd's work would have preceded Harry? 
Yes sure. And David Moore's father, John D. Moore, we did work for him. He used to write articles for Art in Australia 
and he wrote a book called Home Again. In the latter he underscored the Australian domestic situation and we did 
the photography; 'we' being John and myself, David wasn't involved then. That was in the 30's. John D. Moore was 
a fine old man - a great bloke .... he was one of the most humane men I have ever contacted. 
Other architects I've done work for are Andrew Andersons, [of PWD and later Peddle Thorp] Alex Tzannes -he's 
up and coming, and Ed Lippmann. 
Max, does it make a difference to you how you feel about the architecture when you go to photograph it? 
Oh yes. 
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Do you ever reject a job because you don't like it? 
You can't afford to do that. Sometimes you stand there and think Christ what am I going to do with this! (laughs). 
Of your early commissions, including the work for John D. Moore and Syd Ancher are there any buildings that you 
remember photographing where either the architecture or the results were outstanding? 
Someone once said you can't have a good architectural photograph unless you've got good architecture. That is 
so true. I feel that when you approach architecture or building and the sensations you receive are positive that will 
go a long long way to producing something that is worth while. It's quid pro quo. It's just like a portrait. It's just like a 
bloody portrait! The main constituent in portrait photography is in the liaison between the sitter and the 
photographer. If that's gone then forget it! 
I thought it was vety interesting in the Peter Ross interview with your analogy between still-life photography and 
architectural photography. With still-life you can move the object before you; with architectural photography you 
move round the 'still-life'. 
Yes. 
When /look through the names of the architects with whom you have worked it looks like a list of who's who of 
Australian architecture. 
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Yes, I also did some work for Roy Grounds- the Science Museum in Canberra- there was one that was the dead 
spit of that overseas (by Saarinen). Some architects who travel overseas are bloody plagiarists. They just grab what 
they can and then bring it back here! That doesn't appeal to me one little bit. I would prefer to photograph a lousy 
building than a plagiarised one. 
In your work of the 30's-50's were you aware of what other photographers were doing internationally? 
Oh yes, through these bloody things ... the magazines. 
Were any of them an influence on you in any way? 
Yes, but they weren't architectural, I had a great admiration for a number of European photographers like Man Ray 
for instance, George Hoyner .... quite a number. We used to dwell on the magazines coming to Australia to see 
what was going on, - particularly in the fashion world. 
What about architectural work, or did you just have a natural feeling for it? 
I think you'd have to say that, because the overseas magazines on architecture were not very prolific here. There 
was very little demand. I don't remember the exact circumstances that induced me to do architectural photography 
but I know that it was the creative element that appealed to me quite a lot. Those boys were designing, they were 
creating something out of nothing, virtually, and I felt a basic empathy with such people. It was the creative element 
that gave me the liaison. 
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I have very strong memories of Architecture in Australia from the mid 60's. The great clarity of Seidler's early 
houses, Blues Point Tower, .... a/1 your dramatic photographs. I'm sure those images influenced a whole generation 
of architects. The images had a visual quality unlike anything I had ever seen before. 
You could say, occupied as I was with advertising and illustration work, that we developed a very fine technique 
because nearly all the work was for reproduction purposes - and that had to be good. The clarity that you speak of 
is probably due to our technical precision. I think those photographs have a vital place (as a social record). My wife 
immediately says, more succinctly than I, [of interesting architectural photography]: I wish I were there (laughs). I 
think she is egging me on a bit because I am not a traveller, and she loves it. I have a belief in doing what I have to 
do here and if I can't do it- and it's quite likely that I couldn't do it overseas- then I am not interested. Too much 
time lapse. Can't afford it! 
I think as Peter Ross also said, he sees you as a very Australian person, and I agree with that. 
Yes, well I haven't been out to stress that point, but I have deep feelings in that respect. 
I think it comes through in your photography in a subliminal way - your concerns with the strong Australian 
sunlight. 
The drama of the Australian sunlight. 
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You mentioned the significance of Man Ray- do you mean that in a technical sense .... ? 
No, in a creative sense, he wasn't interested in technics. He invented the Rayograph. Well that's one thing but 
what he did with it was what mattered, not the actual process. 
At the risk of repeating myself, I am interested to know if you were influenced in your architectural photography-
in terms of method, technique or equipment or how you actually go about doing a job? 
Look you've got to remember this- architectural photography is not that difficult. You can go to architecture with a 
formula and let it work. 
And do you do that? 
No, not all the time, but technically that's quite possible. The only distinction in the work you do is the building itself 
- and the variety of shapes, forms, sizes, textures ..... It's a very simple procedure -there are two vital factors that 
involve you personally; the point of view- that means a lot, and the direction of the light; that's it! You set up the 
camera and let her rip. 
So if Max Dupain gets a call-let's say it's from Harry Seidler (it would have to be Harry!) does he provide you with 
drawings or information about the building? 
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No - Harry always comes on a job, he is always present even if it is a tin pot bloody model in the studio, he's always 
there. This is Harry, I don't think anything goes through his office where he doesn't have first class, number one 
influence. We have terrific arguments (laughs!). 
Say the call is about a building outside Sydney, for example the Waverley Community Centre: you photographed 
that. How do you know what you are about to work on; do you have any idea? You just get on a plane with your 
equipment? 
If the main shots are badly lit, well we wouldn't photograph them- we'd take up the time with interiors. Harry would 
have the job all laid out- he would have been there before, he would have taken 35mm slides. 
Does he show them to you? 
No, but he'll tell me. He'll say I think this is the one. And just for the hell of it, I'll say take a look from over here, or 
lower down maybe. It will come to the point where we'll do both points of view; and nine times out of ten he uses 
his own point of view, not mine (laughs). But that doesn't always happen. 
Do you always use 5''x4"- with a combination of black and white or colour film? 
Yes. The average request is for both. I've stressed black and white- about twice as much as colour. My feeling 
about equipment is to keep it very simple. We go out with a 5"x4" - with three lenses, standard, a 90mm wide 
angle and a superwide 65mm. No telephotos - I don't find a use for them at all. I am rather keen to express 
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elevation in architecture - the lift off the ground, and the further away you get and the higher you get the less 
elevation you get. It's just my point of view. 
When you say elevation you mean that literally ? 
No I mean the rise- the lift off the ground which can be controlled by the view point, up or down. You can also 
control it by moving in close and using a super wide angle lens and you get the lift straight away. Sometimes in an 
exaggerated form, sometimes it's very good- particularly when it's dependent on perspective. You can increase 
the perspective tremendously with the superwide. But you have to be very careful not to distort the verticals. What 
you can't do in the camera you do in the darkroom- by tilting the enlarger lens or the printing frame. It's common 
practice. 
How do you know when you have completed a job? 
When you've had the bloody thing! (laughs). 
Do you, for example, make sure that you have got the building in its surroundings, the building on its own, a certain 
number of interiors, and maybe some details? Do you have a check list in the back of your head? 
More or less- but you can't make a formula quite like that. It depends how you react to the various parts of the 
building when you get there. Check the lighting - most important thing is the light in a picture. 
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What happens when the front door of the building faces south?~ 
You start taking the pictures in October. When the light is touching the elevation in the early morning or late 
afternoon. I wouldn't be very happy about doing it at any other time - and I'd advise the architect to that effect. I'm 
a great believer in what goes on between the photographer and the building itself. Irrespective of all the technics, 
know-how, nicknacks- keep it simple. The young blokes don't do that- they've got filters and polaroid backs-
most of them take polaroid shots before they expose. That's been initiated by the advertising industry and art 
directors who don't have enough bloody imagination to know what the thing is going to look like photographically; 
so we take a polaroid. Well! 
Interior photography is part of architectural photography. What about the whole question of mixed lighting sources 
-of colour temperature balance? 
Bloody hell! It's a nightmare with transparencies. I hate using transparencies at any time so what I've got down to is 
using colour negative film. With the colour negative you can control the colour accuracy quite a bit. If 
transparencies are required for reproduction then we make them from the colour negatives with very little loss of 
quality. You've got so much control- it's easy to filter out magenta or blue. 
There are a number of images that you are known by - are famous for - in terms of the environment, and 
sociology. Do you have any architectural images that you regard as special? 
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I think some of the shots we did for Harry in Paris are some of the best I've done. His work is very very photogenic 
- I hate that word but it does supply a need. His work is sharp, clean, with contrasting forms, full if texture and that 
is right in the camera's basket. I can tell you this, it might clarify things a bit. More and more now I concentrate on 
pictorial photography- that's exhibition work. There has been such a slump here over the last year or so that I've 
endeavoured to create a market for the picture photograph like "The Sunbaker"; "The Meat Queue" and shots of 
Newport, Landscapes, Bluegum forests ....... I suppose I would have about thirty pictures in that category and not 
one of them is architecture. 
But that is a reflection of public demand. Would you have (in your mind) some architectural images that you think 
are amongst the best that you have generated? 
.... ..... Max looks into the distance and avoids the question. 
You have a special place in the history of Australian architecture. The Institute of Architects has recognised that in 
making you an Honorary Member- and you made that great gift of your photographs to them. 
When I have an exhibition which I just have in Melbourne- I always include a bracket of architectural pictures. In a 
situation like that you can do it. But when you are particularly interested in creating sales of photographs - you 
know bloody well nobody is going to buy a picture of a front door by Harry Seidler or anyone else! It hasn't got the 
aesthetic appeal to start with, it's got an intellectual appeal but it hasn't got the emotional appeal. 
There is a time when you become absolutely bloody saturated and I'm at that stage right now. 
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Are you still enjoying seeing exhibitions of your work? 
Oh yes -they don't come up that often. I have done very little pictorial work- new stuff- for a long time. I've got 
so many negatives that go way back, that have never seen the light of day. The more I look at the old stuff the more 
you realise how intensively one went about the job. You might seize on a situation which would be purely an 
instinctive reaction. You wouldn't have time to think about it, there'd be a visual contact, and that would trigger off 
something else, and that would trigger off the trigger! (laughs). 
Did you go to art school? 
Yes- not to a great extent, I did want to be a landscape painter at that stage and curiously enough that's what my 
son is now doing. I just got caught up in photography. 
Was that first contact with photography at art school? 
No. I remember giving a demonstration of Bromoils at Julian Ashton's. Do you know of the process? - it's quite 
simple and it was developed by the Pictorial School in England I believe. It consisted of making a photographic 
image on Bromide paper specially designed for the purpose, it had a very thick layer if gelatine. Make the print, dry 
it; the print was then soaked in warm water for as long as you required it and the gelatine would swell leaving the 
shadows down underneath and the highlights on top. Then, you applied to the print, which is laid on a flat piece of 
glass, a bromoil ink. It was like paint, spread it out with a spatula and you worked the ink with a large brush .... (Max 
did not complete the description of the process - but makes a passing reference to the high quality photographic 
work of his assistant of 30 years: Jill White). 
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There's not much Jill doesn't know about Max Dupain? 
Laughs- she'd agree to that straight away (laughs). 
Maybe I should talk to her also. 
Sure ... 
Tell me Max, did you know Harold Cazneaux? 
Yes, but not very well. I was a youngster and he was fully fledged, about my age! He was a very hard man to get 
hold of. The Photographic Society of N.S.W. used to chase him to try and get him to talk and criticise work. Rarely 
he came- he had twelve kids to feed and clothe and god knows what- he was driven into the ground I think. 
Do you think Cazneaux should be included along with the early documentary photographers going back to Merlin 
and Bayliss? 
I'd be weary of his daughters (laughs) I remember a marvellous story Kerry Dundas told us - he was the 
photographer at the Art Gallery for a number of years. He was on the phone to Rainbow (Cazneaux) - and he 
suddenly remembered he had to do something downstairs, so he just put the phone down, did what he had to do, 
came back and picked up the phone and she was still talking (laughs). 
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I remember you said, when Christine Godden first introduced us that you really require a commission from an 
architect to generate an architectural photograph. Cazneaux was working for The Home magazine. Do you regard 
those as architectural photographs? 
Well, not in the same sense that we do today. They had a social flavour about them which was required. Most of the 
architecture he did was domestic- and tied up with society. You'd have to apply the same to the others you 
mentioned too. 
You see them as documentary photographers? 
There is no stressing of architecture that I can remember. 
I'm not suggesting that they are architectural photographers as we understand the term today. They are 
documentary photographers who through their work show us the details and streetscapes of our early towns and 
cities. It just seems necessary to describe the background to your work of the 30's and 40's. 
I see your work as the first serious architectural photography in Australia. 
Yes. We couldn't really specialise in architectural photography in the 30's and 40's even 50's. After that 
architecture became much more prolific and people were more aware of it. 
Do you think architectural photographers- including yourself, are selling architecture to the viewing public? You 
never photograph architecture to make it look bad, do you? 
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No. If it's serious architecture you go all out to show it as just that. It would have factors such as form that should be 
emphasised. I don't see that as flattery. You may exaggerate it [form] by the use of light, time of day, view 
point, ...... what the hell! 
Are you using flattery there as fraudulent. You mean complimentary. 
Yes, flattery is the sweetening up of something that is not so hot. 
Working for Harry Seidler, Philip Cox ....... that list of who's who, you don't have to do too much sweetening! 
No. It is interesting that Harry is practically the only architect who comes out on the job. The rest of them leave it to 
me. 
Do you find that of assistance? 
No, a bloody nuisance (laughs). But he's a really nice bloke, we get on well. He does the driving and carries the 
gear sometimes. Even in Paris. We didn't have any lights - it was just available light. It was hard slogging. We 
decided to take some shots at twilight- well in June that's about 10 p.m. So we worked day and night for about 
three weeks. I spent about two weeks on the pictorial stuff and about a week on the Embassy. We took over 
darkroom equipment and processed the stuff on the site. 
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You really felt the responsibility of that job according to the Peter Ross interview. 
Yes, sure, it's one of those 'one-off' things; and if anything goes wrong you've bloody well had it. 
I know you were the photographic critic in The Sydney Morning Herald for some years. Do you have any of those 
articles that I might quote from? 
Yes, for six years- there are boxes of them. By all means go through them- you'll have to be selective but there 
will be some material. 
You have published some books too. 
There are sixteen of them. Ure Smith's book, Georgian Architecture, Colonial Architecture in Australia, John 
Verge, ... Greenway .... you are quite welcome to look at those. They are not all on architecture .... Gael Newton's 
book 'Max Dupain' has some material in it. 
Max, lets leave it there, you have given me a great deal to think about. I'm vety grateful for your consideration. 
End 
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John Gollings interviewed by Adrian Boddy, 
East Richmond Studio, Melbourne, July 9th, 1991 
John I know you are familiar with the general intent of this thesis so why don't we start in a fairly unstructured way 
and see where that leads us. 
Has any architect in recent times influenced the way you look at and photograph buildings? 
Yes, I think that Harry Seidler's understanding of architectural photography has had a particular influence on both 
me, also David [Moore] and Max [Dupain]. For example Harry forbids me to photograph under anything other than 
midday type light, because that shows his building performing under the most harsh Australian conditions. That's 
what he wants to demonstrate, because he is so confident of his designs. 
Which architects would you recommend I speak to, to develop independent views on your photography? 
Of course Harry Seidler, Peter Corrigan, Daryl Jackson, D.C.M., I do work for Philip Cox but his allegiance and 
friendship is with David Moore. I do his Melbourne stuff and I do jobs when others stuff up. He had a lot of trouble 
with Yulara, we all photographed it, and I was last in the line. In fact he's used my shots for Venice (Biennale). I'm 
also doing a book with him on suburbia - but that's had a long gestation. I don't think Philip has any great 
intellectual stance on the way his work looks; I have seen some atrocious stuff run. It just doesn't matter to him. 
When Daryl was making it into the big time, we did that series of exhibitions, and the book Daryl Jackson 
Architecture, Drawings and Photographs. (1984) That was a record of both Daryl's best period [of architecture] and 
his real interest in promoting himself. That publication was a serious effort to involve a lot of people: Jaro Safer 
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doing the drawings, and me doing the photography, and Brian Sargrove getting involved in architectural 
publications. At the time it was quite a serious exercise and a big expense, because he only had about eight 
people in the office at the time. He kicked on directly as a result of that series of promotions : as Hassells's are 
doing now with Gary Emery. It's paying off for them. That company is booming - they are investing in Emery 
Vincent design from logos, their letterhead, their monthly newsletter .... everything. All I can say is it pays off if you 
can afford the investment. Certainly in D.C.M.'s case they were unrelenting in their quest for only the best quality 
work from Gary Emery. They have been incredibly loyal to both of us. 
Who should I talk to in D.C.M.? 
John Denton I guess. Maybe Barry. They have an unusual approach. I don't get to do their Melbourne buildings 
thoroughly: they only want one image. They are always special, one off exercises. I couldn't pull out a file of too 
many D.C.M. buildings where I have just gone through and done it all. They understand that there is only one or 
two shots of the building. 
For Venice, Barry [Marshall] wanted a very particular shot of his house at Philip Island from the ocean. We actually 
chartered a cray fishing boat for about two hours, then came in. He then realised that the shot he had in his head 
was sort of unattainable. The boat was pitching around horrifically. Nevertheless the big print is pretty amazing. This 
was the one image of the house and I believe it will be the strongest image at the Biennale - in it's low key 
demonstration of the building. 
Number 101 Exhibition Street had to be done from a particular stand point: on top of the M.C.G. towers! There was 
only one angle that they would agree to. I had taken a 35mm snap previously and John said of all the views I'd taken 
that was the one he wanted. By the time Daryl Jackson's building had been built behind, it wrecked that angle. 
126 
How does he make such a judgement? 
Well we are always shooting material for their lectures- the buildings are often half finished ; the snaps are taken 
in an awful hurry! One of those 'snapettes' becomes the definitive image in their head and they will not depart from 
it ever. In some cases I will spend a week shooting a building to have them say: oh, we've decided we don't like it lit 
with sun -we only like it back lit. So you go back and re-do everything again. All because they have seen one shot 
that sums it up. 
That's the case with 222. I mean it's a gridded glass building -they've decided they don't want the grids. So all of 
their Venice entries were all computer retouched - according to all my latest ideas about what you can do with 
computer retouching. We modified other buildings in the picture so that they would not compete (visually), we took 
out all the towers of Daryl's building; we cleaned a few things up on their building. In the case of 222 we totally 
stripped in a shot from two years ago- into a different background of Melbourne- into a panoramic background. 
It's an unattainable picture ..... anyway D.C.M. have been pioneers for me in computing and I would now have done 
more of it than any other architectural photographer in the country, ... I've been lucky, I've done some amazing stuff 
with the technology. 
Would John Denton be the best person to talk about that? 
Yes, they gave me the first big computer job on 101 Collins Street- on the first scheme. 
So of the architects we talked about- D.C.M., Daryl Jackson, Peter Corrigan .... 
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Yes, Peter Corrigan because we still do all this theatre work. He will use other photographers- but he will always 
come back to me. We have our usual contentious relationship. I've still got a lot of respect for his approach, it's 
totally aberrant, idiosyncratic ..... even his Venice thing - which I refused to handle when it came in - it was so 
complicated that I just sent him off to the lab; whereas everyone else's work I supervised right through. 
You've been involved in architectural photography now for 25 years? 
Yes, not always professionally, because that included a lot of stuff when I was a student. I got enthusiastic about 
photography when I was eleven or twelve years old. It has followed non-stop since then. Driven. Even at school I 
just loved it... even did all the photography in school magazines. 
Daryl Jackson describes his work as going through four or five phases, can you say the same about your work? 
Yes I'm glad Daryl says that because that's how I read his work. I've always tried to offer a strong critique of Daryl's 
work. We have a to and fro relationship. I think he's not in his best phase at the moment- he's too distracted. Hard 
to talk to him about it, but I broach the subject every now and again. 
About my work- I always thought that I was a slow learner but I feel that I have never stopped learning. I would be 
reluctant to show you photographs from five years ago that I felt I couldn't improve on now. I think I am only just now 
starting to do some of my best work. 
You'll probably say that when you are sixty! 
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Hopefully. Yes. I think that's important. 
Can you say, for example, that between 1960 and 1970 you were working in a certain manner? 
Yes. I didn't know what I was doing! 
I'll categorise it. I was carried away with the enthusiasm of the photography and not the building (in that period). 
Between '60 and '70 I was totally enamoured with large format, I taught myself and was completely carried away with 
getting the sharp, beautiful, full tonal range in my pictures. I didn't hurt the architecture but I certainly didn't do it 
justice. 
So the architecture was the excuse for the photograph? 
It sat there in the middle of a picture but I didn't know what I was looking at. I was so pleased to get a job, that was 
enough! 
It would have been mostly black and white in those days? 
Yes, pretty definitely and I am totally self taught. I derive great pleasure from teaching myself but it's a very slow way 
to go about things. So it took me 5 years to learn how to take a 4"X5" photograph, to really master that camera. At 
first you'd be struck with every problem in the book. You can't even load the film into the double dark slide without 
two hundred problems - and then all of a sudden these problems just disappear. You don't do anything 
differently, they just disappear. You don't get dust, they go in the holder properly, they get processed without a 
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scratch. First time you do it you almost get put oft, but I enjoy the challenge. It took me even longer to get on top of 
1 O"x8" which I saw as the ultimate. 
During the '60 to '70 period I was still primarily a fashion photographer- anything but architecture. The little work I 
did was from Peter Mcintyre- I did very early work for him. In those days, I did work for the Mcintyre team- and 
Kevin Borland. They recognised my work. Daryl Jackson came a bit later, D.C.M. also, but they didn't have much 
work at that stage. They did the City Square project and I've worked with them continuously ever since. They have 
been my most consistent clients and friends within the profession I guess. They took a long time winding up as 
well. 
I believe in the notion that good architects are old architects. I see it in D.C.M.'s work. It's just now getting a real 
maturity about it. They were leaping around for a while. That's why I am surprised at Daryl who's work is not pushing 
the edge like a leading (designer). I know why ..... he's just too busy, too many other things on his plate. He needs 
to get a smaller office. I think he still sees himself as a teaching architect. 
John Go/lings in the 60's and early 70's was taking black and white 5"x4"s; were you inspired to do this because of 
the quality of Max Dupain's work, or anyone else? 
It would not have been Max because I was never impressed with his quality. If I had a bench-mark it would have 
been Wolfgang Sievers. I'm very much of the Melbourne school and I believe Wolfgang Sievers had a 
fundamentally stronger philosophical position than Max. You should talk to him- he lives in Sandringham. He is 
the great character of architectural photography! And he's just being recognised. The National Gallery have now 
acquired his work. He's just a bit younger than Max- in his late 70's. 
Wolfgang is extremely important - he was Bauhaus trained, and he brought Modernism to architectural 
photography. I've known of Wolfgang's work since I've been interested in photography. He actually came to 
photograph at my school. I was knocked out by his organisation of shots. So he was my technical bench-mark. Max, 
130 
I always thought got his exposures a bit under and just printed for the high lights with a red filter. But Sievers had a 
policy on lighting, a policy on composition, a very strong philosophical and political stance - and was an absolute 
modernist. I think it was his approach that rubbed off more on me than anyone else. 
Max's work just seemed (to me) to be the consummate, professional, romantic response to a building. I have come 
to understand that is a bit of a harsh judgement on Max. Max, in his archives, has work which he doesn't show, that 
parallels some of my earlier experimental things. He was night lighting buildings in the 60's, but they are not the 
known Dupain images. 
John, your night lighting series that I am aware of... as a colour series .... came in the 70's? 
Yes, with the advent of Post Modernism and Melbourne architects such as Corrigan and Norman Day. That was a 
fundamental shift for me. I need to credit Corrigan for that because he pushed and pushed me to come up with 
something that approached the theatre of photography. He was crucial even in explaining to me what I'd done. I did 
it, and he explained what I'd done, by putting the words to it, . 
And that process had a compounding effect. Then I started to understand more about the architecture. But it was 
after I'd come up with what was a Post Modern response to Post Modern buildings- without knowing what I was 
doing. I used to run around saying what the ...... is a Post Modern building? I didn't have a philosophical or 
intellectual understanding of it until about the early 70's. I read Venturi and understood that position - [Learning 
from Las Vegas] -we went and shot Surfers Paradise [in that manner]. Ironically there is a project which might be 
like our Melbourne book on Surfers Paradise and I've put those old images in as the historic references. I'll do a re-
shoot of my own work! 
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Do you keep a stock of 5x4 negatives from that period that you could say encapsulates what you have been talking 
about? 
Yes, I can see the shot. You'll have to remind me- Brooklyn .... a factory I think ... for Mcintyre. I think I took a 5x7 
out and got these amazingly sharp pictures but really didn't have much more in it than that. The building was just 
there in the middle of the picture. I didn't understand context, I had no understanding of the architecture or the 
landscape it was in. I was just concerned with a sharp picture. 
That's not surprising given your architectural training. You wouldn't have studied any of those issues in the early 
60's. 
That's true. My only aspiration was to get into large format. 
John, when this thesis firms up more could you make some contact prints to illustrate the various stages of your 
work- perhaps the iconic images that represent John Go/lings -architectural photographer. They would be laid 
down adjacent to the text in the manner of Venturi's Complexity and Contradiction in Architecture. 
Yes, I could do that,- no one has ever put this to me and no one has ever got me to talk about these shifts-
even though I understand them. I'm almost embarrassed to say that now I've come round to a totally different look 
again. 
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I don't see that there is anything embarrassing about that. You've spoken of your personal development- that 
necessitates change ..... 
Right now it's an incredibly sophisticated high-tech mode; where I really can make for the first time, a properly 
balanced transparency of a building. Where the eye really does read through the shot to the building as I want it to. 
But they are very simple pictures. They still have some point of view. I'm back to my axis. 
There is a whole new lot of stuff about to pop out - which is slightly getting away from architecture. I'm doing 
tableaus, I'm doing controlled people in the buildings. 
That's interesting, because Richard Bl}'ant [Blueprint Dec-Jan 1991] talks about the same thing. He says there are 
only two problems in the making of architectural photography: lighting and people. Composition is nothing -you 
either know it or you don't... .. 
Yes, I agree with that I reckon I've knocked-off the lighting at two levels. Existing lighting- dealing with it, and re-
lighting. 
Bryant says people are the biggest problem; it's people because of the exposure times ...... you either have 
people as minor 'accessories' way back in the background as Ezra Stoller used to do or you have to get a group of 
people who can pose professionally and that's vel}' expensive. 
I agree, people are important for scale. At the moment we are running out to 60 second exposures with people up 
front. I'm just doing the Windsor Hotel which is really an architectural coverage of a Victorian building- with up to 
ten and more people in it. They are having to lock off areas to prevent people walking into the shots. I'm on fast film, 
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lighting it with movie H.M.I. lights, (up to 4 K) and we're are still running out to the 2 second mark. It's the best I can 
get. Then you get an idiot art director who says I don't like that expression -they have a certain static quality so 
what I'm doing is embracing the "staticness" -and copping a bit of flack for it, because I've decided I really like the 
stylised, posed, self conscious position. I'm trying to re-introduce it. I'm going back to the 50's posed industrial 
photography- like Wolfgang Sievers used to do. I've dropped two of them into the Venice Bienniale. 
Even in the 60's you were doing night lighting of buildings? 
No, that whole lot started with architecture (after New Guinea) say 1973. Everything I've done has influenced 
current work. I find it hard to separate all that documentation in New Guinea from developing the reportage skills. At 
the same time building up a fundamental understanding of architecture in the landscape. Looking at the round 
houses- not demonstrating it well but suddenly realizing that there were some fundamental roots to architecture, 
which I've followed up subsequently with all that work in India. And also learning to live and work in the roughness 
- it's been crucial to me. I'm not an absolute urban photographer any more. Archeological photography - I've 
brought a whole lot of skills to bear, to bring it alive -that I couldn't have done without all that background. 
The night lighting work came from what is almost an apocryphal story now. I was extremely busy at one stage and 
Norman Day was desperate for some photographs for the awards. I said the only time I can give you is about 
midnight - and he said fine. I've got to tell you the inspiration came from the Luis Barragan book [M.O.M.A. by 
Emilio Ambasz] that was what kicked me on. There was one particular photograph in the book of the entry gates 
and the tree flashed at night in black and white. That is the one photograph that profoundly changed my life. The 
book came to my attention in the mid 70's. That image burnt into my head. I was struck by the precision and the 
elegance of the illumination of things by working at night and controlling what you lit. That was the crucial turning 
point in me starting to understand a whole lot of things about architectural photography. That you could take a very 
134 
literal, objective photograph and still, by controlling the lighting eliminate the everyday distractions - the sky, 
clouds, shadows- all that stuff. 
Yes, views at night are quite surreal because the objects appear to float. It's more difficult to anticipate distance-
the visual cues are reduced. 
Yes, and of course when I first started doing it I went overboard as one does. Many flashes- putting too many 
things in! All the Corrigan stuff, in a sense, was a complete "over-the-top" portfolio, because I was full of such 
enthusiasm for the possibilities of layering an image like a painter. I could put in the priest, I could control the lights 
and darks. I also rapidly learnt through sheer economy, I could do the exterior and interior all at once - it's still a 
technique I use. If you can only get one photo published I'll do it at dusk. You get the lot- you get transparency 
into a building. My favourite shots would be at dusk because I firmly believe in the course of history people only 
publish one picture of a building. And my sole aim is to find that picture. 
You are looking tor the icon. 
Yes, because if the inside and the outside in modern architecture have an interrelationship, or if they are totally 
clear- then that will give the two pictures in one. 
Dusk also eliminates a lot of extraneous stuff -you can focus the eye of the viewer. I hate the eye running off a 
picture. I really like to control a picture now- we do it with split grads [a filter that is clear on one side and gradually 
darkens] and N.D.'s [neutral density filters]. I burn my transparencies so that they don't need any after work. You go 
to a lot of trouble to achieve a tiny extra effect, but it slowly pays off. Your work just looks better. 
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Max had the advantage: of only working in black and white all his life. You just can't get the same control that he 
brought to it in the darkroom on transparencies. You've just got to do it in the camera, it's a killer, I hate it, but you've 
just got to do it these days. 
That shift, working at night, having seen the Barragan images, and starting to understand a bit more about 
architecture and the power of an image to become the icon - really began to shape my work. 
In the 70's you travelled to P.N.G. and India .... 
Yes, India in the late 70's and by that time I had really got on top of the technical and lighting controls needed to 
make buildings do other things. To actually make them come alive- which I then used to bring ruins back to life-
by working at night and dropping people in (with flash). I knew that if I worked in the dark and lit one building, one 
would assume that other buildings were of equal merit - just not shown by me, so you infer a living city (by 
implication). I'll give you an example - in the Indian book- there's the classic picture out of India it's just been 
published in New York (this is Gary Emery's mock-up) Aperture is the publisher. It's an imperial city and I am trying to 
demonstrate the axes and integration with the landscape in a profound way. 
It's a bit like working in central Australia with a 5,000 year old culture. This (architecture) is contemporary with the 
Renaissance. You can't photograph this architecture in the day time- forms are a similar density to the sky. By 
dramatizing (the lighting) you understand what a building leading to the gods is about. The same here, you don't 
know that next door has been flattened by the Muslims -you assume that every building is still standing and has 
got ox carts going past. There is a whole series of shots like this. This is the first publication that I'm serious about. I 
think I'm also the first Australian to get published by Aperture as a book. George Michelle (he's an architectural 
historian) and I set the project up, for 10 years I've been going with him to this one site and documenting the city-
it's my 'magnum opus'. We tried to get a publisher in Australia- couldn't. I then got Garry to do the mock-up, Owen 
King to print it- went to New York and Aperture agreed. I rang John Sarkowski at the M.O.M.A.- he said you've 
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got to go to the Canadian Centre. Delivered the pictures, never saw them again - they just took the lot. Six 
months later I got a letter saying they've bought the lot- the collection is now in Montreal. It was offered to the 
National Gallery, the Victorian Arts Centre .... only Christine Godden showed interest in the work by exhibiting it at 
the Australian Centre for Photography. The Americans are just so much more positive and receptive to that sort of 
thing. 
Anyway, all that work in the 70's lead to that, (India) which had a particular application on archeology and then, by 
that time I started to work with Harry (Seidler). Post Modernism was dead. We are now in the 80's. By this time I was 
more in control of my own knowledge. I decided that what I needed was to develop a connoisseurship of 
architecture. The first thing I realized was that historicism or Post Modernism was going nowhere. I decided that 
there was a modern (neo) classicism and that the people who were representing it were in the direction of D.C.M. I 
became aware of contemporary Japanese architecture, I travelled there a couple of times and found that Ando was 
closest to my purist heart. It's simple and elegant- to do with primary form making. I don't object to decoration if 
there's a logic to it and if it's using modern materials in a sensible way. 
Is this architecture as a vehicle for photography or ...... . 
No straight out... .... I've now decided to talk about architecture. Forget photography (for the moment). It's the 
residual architect in me coming out, finally saying I wish I was a designer and if I was I know how I'd like to work. 
Hence the problems that I have employing architects. I have no technical skills but I do believe I've got the 
beginnings of a design sense. It just took 25 years and a lot of influence! 
Well, you've been rubbing shoulders with the right people. You're probably the most highly paid architecture 
student in Australia! 
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My photography has always been driven by a love of architecture as well as a love for photography. And now that 
the photography is comparatively 'under control' I'm really more interested in what is being built and offering a 
serious critique of it. That's been my other agenda all along - I want to make people think. 
Do you have an ethical position such that you wouldn't photograph a building because you thought it was so bad? 
I wouldn't solicit commercial work - and don't from those people who's work I believe isn't up to scratch. When I 
think it's really bad then I do photograph it. I go out of my way to photograph it in order to make the point. Those 
photographs would have a particular edge in their own right. For example the Gas and Fuel Corporation - one 
would record it blanking Melbourne out! And there is quite a few others that I'd be happy to publish as the 100 
worst buildings in Australia. 
My ethical position is that I won't go out and chase it. In the course of a sale brochure for a real estate agent I might 
simply take snaps of a building that someone wants to sell. These are usually buildings that have no architectural 
pretence. It's buildings that say: I'm the work of a great architect, and they patently are not, that I get upset about. I 
don't mind a suburban cottage- because they are part of the fabric, they are a background. 
Do you regard their recording as architectural photography? 
No. I get a little pedantic but I prefer to talk about the photography of architecture. I think it's more precise and a 
distinction that has to be made. 
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So the work of Walker Evans, for example, is environmental or documentary photography- not architectural? 
No, architectural photography is the photography of architecture. I'm happy to go out and photograph a Jennings 
house but I don't believe I'm talking about the design of it. It's an everyday dwelling place - the vernacular. As long 
as it doesn't pretend to have any particular merit [in design terms]. It's not challenging. 
Could we talk a little about the impact of technique and technology on your images. For example you talked about 
the long experiments with the 5"x4" camera in the 60's- concentrating on the sharpness of the image. In the 70's 
you broke new ground with night flash lighting. Did you use fixed lighting at this time? 
No. Now I do. Now I've come right back to hot lights (fixed lights). I've largely dropped flash other than for solving 
specific problems. I've rediscovered a whole new way of lighting. 
I started with 35mm and grew out of it. Now my standard working system is in fact roll film on the back of a large 
format camera. It combines the economy of roll film with the versatility of the view camera. Serious contemporary 
architectural photographers have, almost to a person, gone to 6x9 roll film backs. I thought I was a pioneer- and 
introduced Grant Mudford to it (but many others began working with the format independently). I like the format for 
a million reasons - it complies with a whole lot of my strict proportional theories - 6x9 is nostalgic as it's the original 
box brownie formula. It's 2:3 proportion which is identical to 35mm -that has it's own proportional system built into 
it. It's [one of] the golden means. 
It is also very close to A.4 and the international A series - so you really maximise your presentation on a magazine 
format. And of course you have the flexibility of film. I shoot a whole role per image now at the same exposure ; clip-
test one bit of it, make 1/4 /or 1/2 stop processing adjustment and the client gets 6 or 7 original transparencies. It's 
become my standard working system. I try to be never more than 1/2 stop in error- this leads to some very fussy 
exposures and tricks to get it right in the first place. There is also a 6x12 back that gives me a 1 :2 panorama. We use 
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this not necessarily for the whole 6x12 but it guarantees we have the whole thing on film - then we worry about 
minor cropping later. All my lenses will cover up to 6x12 -so you just change backs. I start with a 47mm which is my 
very favourite lens and then I go up to 600mm- all on one camera. The Technicardon is what I use now, it's tiny-
folds up to 2" thick. It's a cross between a Technica and a Linhof Cardon; it's a collapsible hikers camera. It has all 
the movements- it's really mickey mouse but it's stood the test of time and mine is really beaten up now. It's also 
the only 5x4 that in one go, will go from 47mm to 600mm and that's just wonderful. 
What about new film types. 
Yes. We use Fuji Riala [colour negative]. Velvia [transparency] is exceptionally sharp but you can't control the 
contrast and the colour is garish. I only use one basic transparency film for architecture and that's Fuji R.D.P. It has 
good reciprocity and we know its quirks- I just stick with it now. 
Fuji's 'Reala', is a fancy new film that equalises all mixed light sources. It is very sharp, snappy, low contrast. If you 
have a really tricky job, Reala will balance it all out and give a pleasant result- occasionally I use a 1 0 Magenta but 
normally no filtration is required. I used it on Chen's project for Venice. You would think the two metre prints are 
from 1 O"x8"s, I couldn't believe how good it was- not even starting to break up in the grain at two metre square. 
So there have been technical advances in film manufacture that make roll film more attractive [than 5"x4'}. 
Yes .... Just about the time that manufacturers are getting really scared about digital photography. Just as they 
made decent vinyl records - compact discs came out! They are pulling out all stops now- there will be a place for 
it [wet processing] for a while. I'm equally happy to embrace electronic photography .... and I feel as if I'm at the 
forefront of it . This year I did my first fully digital job. Digital camera on to tape - digital output. That was instructive 
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for what it couldn't do. Equally it was very exciting- we actually used the [cricket] stump-cam from Channel 9 -1/4" 
wide 2" long to do architectural model photography. With a 4mm lens it gave results that couldn't be achieved with 
anything else. 
How did you ever come up with that idea? 
Just dreamt it up - then got the client to pay for it. The resolution on screen was excellent - the problem was 
getting it back onto print. But that has been solved literally a month after I did the job. Macintosh have brought out 
circuitry that would have solved a lot of the drop-out problems we had getting a transfer. My output was to a low 
instead of high resolution camera. The client was happy, and the most successful part of it was that we cut a video 
tape of the architectural model photography. That was very successful. Then (the client) asked for 1 O"x8" stills 
which had their own interesting impressionistic look- but not as sharp as the on-screen image. But that problem 
will get solved. You can control all the colour balance in the camera- I could put the camera in the model and turn 
the aperture while the camera was running - didn't have to worry about getting the correct exposure. We could 
also adjust the lighting while the camera was running. Then we stepped it through and said- that frame. Radically, 
wonderful way to shoot. I've broken the back of doing digital stuff - seen that the possibilities are to work in motion 
and then to pull the stills out of it. I'm very excited about it. We've been doing the computer retouching for a while, 
and then we can marry the whole lot. At this stage it's probably enough to say that I can probably embrace a mid-
career change over to the new technology. Older photographers probably won't even touch it. I don't think David 
[Moore] for example is even interested in it. 
It's interesting that in Architecture Transformed, Cervin Robinson makes the observation that most photographers 
use the technology that they learn on - for the whole of their working life. 
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Yes- well I will change. The most that happened in the past was to lament platinum paper or tricarborate colour 
prints or wet plate to dry plate. Quite a few gave up. No, I am happy to use new technology because I can see 
advantages in it. There will be a loss of quality but made up for by other things. I figure about another 10 years. On 
the other hand I look at film and video tape and film has never disappeared. The demise of wet processing will be 
hastened when we get super high definition video. 
I wouldn't like to chart the costs of this changing technology. 
Yes- even changing standards. I've got some family snaps on 1/2" black and white reel to reel video. It was state 
of the art in about the mid 60's when you could only get black and white video tape. You wouldn't even be able to 
find a recorder to play it back on now! I believe they have trouble in museums maintaining the equipment to even 
read their material. America has lost 1 0 years of its national health records because it was on punch cards - now 
there are no punch card readers! 
Let's take a break- the future is a good note to stop on ...... . 
Interview continues on July 1Oth in Melbourne. 
Yesterday you unfolded a mass of information- are you not concerned that by revealing this knowledge you have 
acquired, by painful experience, you will lose certain trade secrets, perhaps income? 
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I think I have decided that it doesn't matter. Unless you have the eye you just can't do it [photography]. And if you 
are that smart you'll probably nut out the same secrets anyway. Maybe I take a complex technical approach to get to 
the same point that someone else gets just by sticking up a flash and an umbrella. I've never quite resolved that 
one. There is always a very easy way to get a photograph. I tend to not do that and sometimes I wish I'd gone to the 
simple solution. I know why I didn't, but when the elaborate method doesn't work, then it's easy to change your 
mind! 
Could I return to your seminal images of the four decades - even though nineties has just begun. 
In the 60's you talked about Mcintyre's Brooklyn factory ...... 
That was interesting because it was the first time anyone had booked me to photograph a discrete building in a 
field- where there were no adjacent buildings and I had a free hand. It was an interesting industrial building. I used 
the large format camera to get very precise images. 
Are there any other images from the 60's? 
Yes, there are certainly other images that fit the category. I'd be embarrassed by a lot of them now but they 
demonstrate a point; -which is a learning curve I guess. There was certainly an instinctive student response to, 
what I now know to be the nuts and berries work of Andrew Reid, Michael Morris and Edgard Pirrota; -the young 
graduates who were getting a lot of work. It was concrete block, stained timber, clerestory lighting in the roofscape. 
A mixture of Italian rationalist and nuts and berries! That work was done largely on 35mm. That was my milieu - it 
was the grainy 35mm 'new' approach to architecture. That was what I thought the direction was. 
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It was then in the late 60's that I realised that real men shot on 5"x4". I set about the 5 year process of buying an old 
press camera and some double darks - loading the film, tray processing ..... it's probably worth recording that I was 
hand processing the 5"x4"s and getting parallel scratch lines down the film. In Los Angeles I talked to Julius 
Shulman who photographed Harry Seidler's apartment block in Mexico. This was the first time I had approached 
what was then one of the 'hero' photographers. He told me in two seconds that I was dragging the film across the 
long direction and I was scratching the film with my own indexing marks. Alii had to do was turn it 90 degrees and fix 
the problem. I sat there like a dumb schmuck with Julius Shulman telling me how to hand process film. So the 
learning curve can be painful. 
Why did you approach him? 
Because he was one of the few photographers I had heard of in the States that was a working commercial 
architectural photographer. He seemed to be famous (laughs). To me, as a young photographer, everything he did 
seemed very professional - it had an accomplished touch; and I wanted to know what made his work so 
professional and why mine was so amateurish. 
I've still got his publication The Photography of Architecture and Design- where he talks about the photography 
of sculpture and other aspects. 
I've also got the Akiko Busch book- I bought it because I disagree about so many of the points of view. 
Perhaps we can talk about the content. 
144 
I was angry about it - about as angry as I get with Judith Turner's promulgations of her notions of how to 
photograph architecture. I think her book is total bullshit and close to David Moore's silly chopped up experiments. 
It's nothing to do with photographing architecture. 
Can we address similar questions to the following decades of your photographic experience. 
Was technique accompanied by compositional and aesthetic concerns? I think you have answered that as far as 
the 60's is concerned .... clarity of image from the foreground to background ...... perspective control in the 5"x4" 
format. 
I've got to make the point that for me, as one of the 60's generation, who felt that as in music and the other arts that 
there had to be a new and better way; that we had the energy to find it! As I was coming out of my architecture 
course I thought it was to take expressive, wild, loose 35mm shots with the newly developed 20mm lens pointing 
up at buildings with HPS and Dektol developer and printing on Agfa grade 5 paper. Hard as hell, grainy as hell- all 
a subjective, intuitive response. And I felt that anyone who didn't do that had really sold out. I admired the work of 
Wolfgang Sievers: I knew he had an aesthetic that went back to the Bauhaus. But I thought I was discovering a 
whole new way of looking at things. Then I got bored with it. I started to get work with B.S.M. ironically and BHP's 
corporate work. I used to go in there railing against the static stuff that Val Freeman and people were doing for 
them. I discovered to my disappointment that they never came back. I'd do one wild 35mm job and that was the end 
of it. The penny dropped that it was all my ego. The first thing I had to do was to suppress my own ego. My first 
theory of architectural photography was that it must be totally egoless. What I call a dumb picture. 
This is now John Go/lings the journeyman- the passionless recorder. You went from one extreme to another. 
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Yes. I went out, bought a 5"x4", and spent several years learning the techniques. By the early 70's I was proficient 
at it- was taking a bad copy of Max Dupain at that point - as I saw it. Knew the zone system, had the controls to 
do a wider range of tones in a photograph than Max did. So then I started to say Max Dupain doesn't know what he 
is talking about...all he does is whack on a red filter and I know that loses detail in the shadows. He's not actually 
describing the building. It's still a picture of one person's image (view). He's manipulating the forms to produce a 
photograph that has got nothing to do with the architecture. And so I quickly started to take exquisitely toned 
elevational studies. 
Influenced by Futagawa (The Traditional Japanese House, and later the G.A. series)? 
I knew of that and all the G.A.s from '7 4. I got them in Los Angeles. 
But an influence? 
No. - I thought that they were still working in the Dupain, romantic perspectival tradition. I loved the graphic design 
-the boldness of the approach, but not knocked out by the imagery. By this time I had firmly locked onto, what I 
think is a sort of Melbourne school. It's very cool, detached, full of tones, open shadows and elevational. That 
became my preferred angle of a building. I started to make a feature of very precise composition. 
In fine arts terms there are two differing points of view. The elevational approach that calmly layers the building and 
forms behind. In this view the architecture actually tells, demands where you stand. One of my colleagues, Kevin 
Gallagher, has written in depth on this in relation to classical architecture and the viewer. I noticed this in your recent 
work of Anthony Styant-Brown's school. 
146 
The other romantic point of view is the skewed perspective. This is often the iconic image - describing the 
building from corner to corner. 
It is the one that you would logically choose to encompass as many aspects of the building as possible in one 
photograph. 
For example: 'The Kaufmann House' by Bill Hedrich in the mid 30's. 
Yes, I largely eschewed that approach because I felt it was too easy. 
Do any of you images from the early 70's "in the Max Dupain manner" come to mind? 
Yes, I did a series of experimental pictures of a swimming pool at my parents place that I think fit that category. They 
were 35mm, I was exploring point source and exquisite technique but shooting Max Dupain images on 35mm. Red 
filtered - to do with patterns of light. 
I distinctly remember the images of the P.N.G. University of Technology Chapel that you took for Neville Quarry in 
about 1974. They had a Dupainesque quality. 
That's probably so, because I had no other particular point of view. You work through what you perceive to be (the 
best) professional performance. And the first thing you have to learn is to take a perspective corrected picture. I 
bought my first Nikon 28 P.C. in Tokyo- but in the end that's why I went to 4"x5". I was not able to shoot large 
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format in P.N.G.- so the Nikon P.C was the next best thing. I was mimicking 4"x5" on 35mm that's true. That 
mimic, I don't do much of any more. On the few occasions I pick up a 35mm, as I've just done for my own studio for 
Interior Design magazine. I took a radically different approach - I went back to my roots and did 60's 
photojournalistic snaps of the building. Printed exquisitely and designed for four colour monochrome printing. 
Yes, I wanted to look professional. I looked at Julius Shulman's work, talked to him. He showed me his current 
lecture. I sat there in his Hollywood Hills studio and watched him go through a lecture that I could produce now -
but it blew me away at the time. They were Kodachromes - so perfectly composed and put together. I thought, my 
god, here is a master. What I've learnt is that given a budget, and a bit of application- then of course you go and 
clean up the scenery and get the cars out of the view. You have the time to do it properly. Working for poor 
Melbourne architects you simply do your best. 
Until you encounter standards of excellence you just operate at a lower level. 
That's right - I was always having cars in the foreground. Now I just won't take the picture if a car is in there, 
because it's distracting. The car only comes back into its own 100 years later, and becomes important. I'm aware of 
the social documentary value of it. Now so many issues run through your head when you stand there looking at a 
building you don't know where to start (laughs). You know that there is a historic document, you know that there is 
a commercial saleable photograph, you know that there is a critique where you expand the view and show the 
neighbours and show what (a shithouse) building it is. How it is not really fitting into the landscape. There are all 
these approaches and you have to work out how to deal with them or it (the job). 
Of this period, where you employ a full range of tones, open up the shadows, and use a more classical point of 
view, what sort of seminal images would you suggest be representative? 
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Again they are personal work. Printed but never exhibited. I started doing whole streetscapes on 4"x5" using point 
source prints covering 100 yards of suburbia. I think they are some of the most important architectural shots that 
I've done. 
Your description suggests the work of Lewis Baltz. 
I know his work well. Yes, but different again. If you go through my neg bag you'll find I actually titled them- with 
bizarre abstract names like ..... 'a worm crawling down a street in Kew' and 'childless bride looking for a house in the 
suburbs' .......... things like that. Totally intuitive, long before the whole Post-Modern notion of language and 
photography was put together. These giant sequences of ten prints that literally join together. They form Ruscha 
strips - because I was becoming aware of Ed Ruscha's work. But I wasn't copying that -they are different again. 
They are 4"x5", perspective corrected, it was photography which accepted whatever there was in the picture as I 
moved down the street. I a power pole ..... whatever was in the way ..... Images were taken at strictly regimented 
intervals. Not using the view-finder, but strictly using level bubbles and a tape. They were totally controlled by the 
mathematics of the situation. It locked me onto this notion that whatever you get is justified if you have a discipline. 
My discipline was the level bubble and still is. I still don't look through the back of a camera to take an architectural 
photograph. Haven't for years! I do not compose. I work absolutely to formulae. I level the camera, I stand in front of 
the building, and that's it! 
You adjust the front and back of the camera? 
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Just the front at the most. I don't move the back ever. Don't believe in it, it brings in as many problems as it solves. I 
go up and down and that's it! The major thrust line is absolutely in the centre of the picture -which is why you may 
see a whole lot of Gollings pictures with a tree or a power pole or ........ You could grid up my pictures whichever way 
you like and they will grid to the inch on major thrust points or (a) proportional system. I just use the level bubble. I 
find it so impossible to deviate that I can't even take a fashion picture now and tilt the camera. Even a 300mm on a 
Nikon- I still can't tilt the camera. But that discipline, that control is what gives the photograph credibility, because I 
can then take a really lose, wild image - but it's so precisely and absolutely defined by the logic of my 
compositional rules. 
What determines the height of the camera above the ground? 
Intuitive or what's needed. I tend to shoot my people like Richard Avedon does- straight on mid-point, belly-
button perspective. With the very clear understanding that I'm reducing them to objects. I'm depersonalising them 
by treating them as architectural objects. 
Accessories to the buildings? 
Yes, and I'm also talking about portraits. People and all get reduced the same way where that is the commercial 
purpose. They are dehumanised (laughs). 
I have a lot of trouble dealing with real regular portraits now! A lot of trouble. I really have to work on myself to break 
those rules. Because long-term all the memorable photographs in the world have been taken with a lot of discipline 
and on very simple equipment - standard lens, straight on -just show it how it is. 
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If I call this section up as 'Personal Streetscapes in Suburbia' 4"x5" ..... . 
I could produce the images to show you where I was. I was starting to get some confidence. I had technique under 
control, I was starting to play with some ideas about images ..... . 
Is there a possibility that you were also interested in painters or other visual sources? 
No, at that stage it was definitely other photographers. 
Geoffrey Smart? 
Smart - I dare say he's influenced me but I found the recognitions for what he is doing. But that was much later. I 
could argue that Grant Mudford, with whom I've always had a rivalry- it's been a waxing and waning rivalry. Grant, I 
believe, was heavily influenced by Geoffrey Smart- and a whole range of people. Grant took the reductive quality 
of Smart a stage further even. He reduced everyday forms beyond de Chirico and everyone else. I love Smart, but 
he wasn't an influence then: I was still looking at too many other photographers. That was enough. 
Recapping those photographers -so far you have mentioned Shulman, Dupain, Ed Ruscha. 
I have a very rare Ruscha publication a lepparello - an Italian pull-out folder. In Los Angeles I found an original 
1966 Ed Ruscha lepparello; I have sunset strip as a strip- that is conceptual art, and it's influenced me to this day. 
151 
When you do the other side of the street you tip it upside down. I still have a proposal in, to document all the 
buildings in the Melbourne C.B.D. done precisely like that 
Could you really do that with stills to get the whole building in? 
It's difficult but I have worked out how to do it. I can walk down the street - tilt up for the very tall buildings and 
perspective-correct in the dark room. It's the only way to maintain the same scale. 
Here is the original Ed Ruscha: hand printed and published by himself and he couldn't even sell them. It's called: 
Every Building on the Sunset Strip. Barry Sloan showed me these- he'd found them on the back of a book store 
in L.A.. These are now collectors items. This is what Venturi picked up on - he said this is how you deal with Los 
Angeles. It was he who called them 'Ruscha strips'- after the photographer. 
To this day Ed Ruscha is a famous L.A. conceptual artist. The Ruscha strips are one of my seminal influences, also 
reading Learning from Las Vegas. 
About '71 -'72 in Papua New Guinea I was inspired by watching you, Tony, Ken, and Neville teaching architecture 
in a third world environment. I got an Arts Council grant to document traditional dance in the country- it was my 
first ever considered exhibition. I went to Mark Strizic (who was another hero architectural photographer)- he ran a 
colour lab and he produced the prints. They were 2m wide prints! This first exhibition was documentary and 
reportage. I still go back to those negatives - I re-edit them in my head about every 1 0 years. What I pull out now 
are totally different to the ones I chose then. Originally I preferred graphic abstractions, now I go back to the simple 
documentary photographs which I never thought important at the time. I still have some seminal New Guinea 
images which I put in my folio - just the other day I made a submission to a Japanese Company and I included 
them: I believe they have the energy and the conceptual twist and abstraction that is required in this particular job. 
The best of those images are the longest lasting of my work so far. 
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Are there any architectural images that came from that time? 
I was very pleased with the 35mm work that I did for Neville Quarry - the Chapel and student accommodation. I 
remember snaps of round houses and things but I was struggling to document them in those days. They 
introduced me to working-in-the-rough. (India was 1979). 
The next big chance was shooting Norman Day's house- I told you the story, I said I could do the job at mid-night. 
He had done this pink weather-board house in the Yarra Valley and I went out with a flash- went ping- and that 
was based on the Barragan stuff. That produced my first response to Post Modern architecture. 
Would you describe it as a Post Modern response? 
In retrospect, yes. I knew I was onto something the minute I pulled the first polaroid. I just knew that I had finally hit 
on a fundamentally different way of looking at buildings. Just these pink weather-boards emerging from the 
blackness. 
It's interesting that you moved from the black and white work of Ambasz straight into colour. 
Well I was asked to- it was a commercial job. It was the first of my colour work that I thought was a strong 
architectural photograph (they had all been black and white before that). 
So if I was to ask which was the earliest, important example of colour architectural photography? ..... 
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Oh, that's it- elevation at night, one flash straight into those pink weather boards. The house was unfinished!; but 
I knew then, that the action of shooting at night produced this raw energy that even justified the unfinished house. 
It went on to win an award! It was the start of me doing those famous series of 'Institute' awards- where rightly or 
wrongly people said if you don't get Gollings to take the photographs you won't win an award. I had two or three 
years when I was involved in every merit award at the Victorian Chapter. All of Corrigan's buildings, Norm Day, Daryl 
Jackson, Peter Crone, Peter Mcintyre, Kevin Borland .... the lot. 
Hot on the heels of that, Corrigan rang me one morning, very apologetically, and said he had a spread in Domus 
and that they had rejected his pictures, they said he should get a professional! (laughs). So we went out and did 
the just completed Balwyn Church- and that was night flash. I'd just discovered the power of it- I went out with 
Peter White - he was my first assistant. We took out a 1200 joule Balcar flash pack and it needed about 30 flashes. 
I was doing everything then - I set the composition up, I knew the tree was important. It was an architectural tree! It 
was dead centre - I lit that, then I even re-focussed back onto the church. Then Peter ran around and put 30 
flashes onto the building. I was always adroit at working out what was happening technically, but this was stretching 
me to the limit. Which was why I enjoyed it! And then we would rush back and process the film ( (I had my own E.6 
line). I'd be up till 1 0 or 11 at night. The minute it hit the bleach I could see the incredible power of those images. 
They used to either excite or inflame people. 
Absolutely- look they were fundamental in the Melbourne debate- in splitting Melbourne architectural practice. 
Rightly or wrongly. 
They still excite or irritate people today. 
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Apparently (laughs). The National Gallery have bought them thank Christ! So I was able to get rid of the 
cibachromes. They even purchased the most controversial one which was my daughter Polly flying over Corrigan's 
school- called 'The Freedom Club'. The ability to fly seems to me to be the quintessence of freedom. So I shot 
her against a black sky- I pre-exposed all the film -with Polly jumping off the trampoline, I'd flash her in the sky on 
4"x5". Then I went out and shot the job with what I hoped already had a flying angel in the composition. Well I 
fluked one picture that had the perfect flying angel in an Indian dress with Freedom Club on it. At that point I started 
to doubt what I was doing! I thought I'd pushed it too far. But it was too late. 
Even in the Corrigan series for the Venice Biennale {'91) there is a Kangaroo jumping over ....... . 
Well he's picked up on my imagery then ...... it's on the style of what I was doing in what was both our hey-days ... I 
think Peter has missed the boat too now in many ways. He's failed to keep up with the look of his buildings. He's 
still pushing a suburban iconography and I believe we've gone beyond that now. That's his one statement on life, 
and, like Seidler, he's going to stick to it obviously. And that will be what they will write about. 
So that Corrigan work for Domus was particularly important- certainly to me (that's about mid 70's). 
It was India in the late 70's. 
Yes, I brought together many issues in India. I was starting to see this stuff [night flash] in perspective. I knew when 
I could legitimately light a building at night; I had got the technique much simplified, I was working single position 
light in fact. At first I was rotating the building and lighting it, and then I decided I'd only light from the camera on axis. 
That was a big change technically and it gave a different look. It was getting back to the Barragan shot - much 
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simpler. So I brought those understandings to the Indian work and I still think I went a little overboard with some of 
the experiments there. But over the period of 10 years I started to generate very sophisticated images of these 
Indian buildings. Every year I had the chance to bring the work back and assess it, and then go back the next year 
and re-shoot to make the end result more subtle. At the same time I was learning about architecture; not through 
western architectural values, but through ancient Asian architects. I think that the distance really made me sensitive 
to what was important. That was very important to my development. And of course all your views become more 
catholic- I realised that an Indian in the Renaissance was doing better work in terms of architectural principles than 
people back here in the west. That's when I realised that I could dismiss Post Modernism as a temporary, abhorrent, 
fad, in the passage of building design. It was also my disillusionment with the photography of the individual 
building. That is basic to a big thinking change- I'm much more concerned with the broader issues. 
When did that occur- in the mid 80's? 
Yes- and leading up to the bicentennial celebrations, when Andrew Andersons started commissioning me to 
shoot whole precincts. 
If I refer to your article in Architecture Australia - would that sum your position up? 
Yes. I was always shooting wide and believing that I was offering a critique of the building by showing it in its 
environment. That wide branched out into multiple images of whole districts and aerial photography which was 
really a way of wrapping urban planning together. It is really the only way to photograph urban planning. That led to 
a lot of aerial photography- which I now believe is a pre-requisite for a complete coverage. This was reinforced by 
the work we did on the new Parliament House. It was a fundamentally important project for me - it pushed my 
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technical skills - it required that I demonstrate its urban planning principles: it's important to show the axis 
correctly. 
Would you say they are the seminal images of the mid '80's. 
Yes- well I'd have to think that through more fully but certainly for me the parliament house work was an apogee. 
At the same time I had been appointed Seidler's heir-apparent to Max. Seidler had rammed in his views of 
architectural photography. Then Progressive Architecture commissioned me to do the full documentation of the 
parliament house building. They also faxed me their requirements for "correct architectural photography" -which 
was a fascinating document. They insisted there was to be no clouds, not a single picture that was not perspective 
corrected, they had to be on 4"X5" transparencies. The images had to be basically the perfect unambiguous 
description of the building under absolutely clear light. 
People? 
No people. They told me I should achieve 8 photographs per day. That was the world average from dawn to dusk. 
That's moving, but I was (normally) doing 16! (laughs) in my usual maniacal way. Sixteen different set-ups and 
getting them right. Killing ourselves! Just living in that building, fighting that whole kilometre wide construction site 
-trying to avoid all the unfinished bits of the building. Fighting the bureaucracy, fighting the unions, having to do 
the whole job in hard hats and leather boots, unable to drive the car round the site because of regulations. 
In the end I got a whole issue of P.A. out of it and I'm very proud It summarises my standards- even the cover! 
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When I had done this it got rid of a lot of personal challenges to do with the work that Mudford was doing. Every 
picture in the edition is mine! One of the few times they have ever devoted one issue to one photographer and 
one building. It starts with the fundamental aerial description and axis. 
Who wrote the text? 
The guys from P.A. This, which is one of my favourite ever picture ..... . 
Taken with a very wide lens? 
It's probably a 47 mm- I was starting to shoot both 4x5 and 6x9. This was my cross-over point [on this building]. 
They insisted on 4x5. I was faxing saying I've got a new format, 6x6 which I believe is good, so this was shot both 
ways. This one was taken from the top of the flagpole - I had to crawl up the frame to get out there and wait out the 
winter light. 
It was all coming together, the axial shot, fluking spot light there, dull light on the old building, waiting for the flag to 
fly! I'm so relieved now that we can strip-in [flags] electronically because I waited for hours in the freezing weather-
looking down Anzac Parade with an 800mm lens on 4x5 to get that picture - the perfect description of the 
building. They laid out the images really well -they included all the axes. 
You took a particularly low view here- (through the portico) to monumentalise? 
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I guess. It's intuitive. You do what you have to do on the day. [Referring to various images in the P.A. issue]- I 
now understand that [the building] is very romantic. Some of the shots can't be taken any more because the 
materials have worn. We really worked exceptionally hard to get all that material. The building was incomplete and 
we really stretch ourselves to the limit. We'd be alone in the building at midnight, freezing cold, my assistant 
pleading to go to bed - trying to get all this stuff colour balanced. It's where I learnt to split dodge on the one 
tranny. That roof was 5 stops brighter than down there - all that was shot with graduated filters and colour 
balanced so they just fall out (look perfect). I've now got a whole range of glass and plastic filters with different 
densities. It's movie technology. 
Were P.A. pleased? 
Exceptionally. Yes; it put Aldo on the map. It's an exhaustive coverage. It was physically hard too- in the forecourt 
we wetted it down, but they wouldn't hose the extra bits- now I would retouch that digitally. We had to get a 
cherry picker in there and clear all the workers away! Anyway that's the iconic image -that's what I was after- the 
reflecting pool. ..... it has become the image. The A.B.C. actually still 'pinch' this picture -which they get from the 
public archives. 
Referring to a dusk elevation of the new Parliament House ... 
... Shot on daylight or Tungsten film but I now work toward half correction (in terms of colour balance). Parliament 
House was a peak- it fundamentally matured my architectural photography! I feel I have brought together some 
modern compositional principles with some good classic technique. I suppose you would expect any 
photographer to do that- but it was a big project. I'd like to mention to his credit Harry Seidler, who gave me free 
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accommodation in his Canberra flat for three years while I shot the project. He supported me to photograph Aldo 
Giurgola's work! I was working on a Government contract for nothing. The price was set by Max Dupain, in his 
inimitable, modest style for about $600.00 I day! Because he was the doyenne this must be the price one pays for 
architectural photography in Australia. 
Parliament House represented the end of my learning curve to do what I consider to be really professional, 
definitive, architectural photographs. I then felt the freedom to explore again. That exploration is in two directions. 
First, bringing people back into photographs -with control. Second, to move onto digital work. The latter started 
with being able to express, in a realistic way, unbuilt architectural work. I think this is going to be the future method 
of expressing new directions in architecture. It's likely that the buildings will not be realised. There will be more 
people like Zahah Hadid who will be 'building-less architects' but they will have a profound influence through the 
publication of their projects. 
Do you have a seminal image to represent this position? 
The first strong one would be D.C.M.'s first scheme for 101 Collins Street in Melbourne. That was a picture so 
successful that you can't tell it's not built. It's a model stripped in [electronically] to the existing built environment. 
The client owns the copyright on the image and I'm forbidden to publish it - because the building design is so 
much better than the scheme that was finally built. 
We might need to get D.C.M.'s approval to include it in the thesis? 
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I would think so. I always contact them before publishing any of their work. I'm sitting on images of unbuilt work that 
in some cases could have changed the face of world architecture- the original scheme for Governor Philip Tower 
-that Mondrian-like black tower- it would have changed the face of Sydney. 
Another big shift in the '90s is into urban planning issues. The use of aerial photography in conjunction with that 
scale of design. A whole lot of things are coming together for me now. The work I did on the Victorian bushfires 
using aerial photography. The realisation that I could take a specific event and make it a universal instance. I then 
applied what I learned in Naru, documenting the destruction of the island to urban design projects. 
What reference could I note to your interest in including people in the images? 
I think the best one relates to a group of aboriginal builders in Melbourne who are building houses for their people. 
They are including aboriginal iconography, for example building-in dot paintings into the brickwork. I have been 
assembling a tableaux of every black tradesman on the job .... all in one picture. It's not a great image but it sums up 
all the issues. There are others - I'm doing some work for C.S.I.R.O. in which I'm trying to re-invent 'the 
experiment' photographically. All this goes back to Wolfgang Sievers' work that I first saw when I was ten years old. 
That closes the circle! 
That's right. I'm inspired by his Alcoa refinery shots and particularly his Vickers Ruwolt with the worker on the big fly 
wheel. Well I'm coming back to that. 
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Can I also suggest that when you speak to Harry Seidler- ask him about his brother Marcel who took what I think 
are the classic, correct pictures of his mother's house [The Rose Seidler House], a modern photographic response 
to modern architecture. Then came Max Dupain who pushed a very romantic approach. Max was making the shift as 
I'm now doing from fashion to architecture. It's the way we both seem to grow old gracefully- when no one wants 
you to photograph their clothes any more. Max brought with him the baggage of the red filter and the line - and 
that was probably a reaction of his own because he took pretty tough images of his own in the '30s - if you think of 
the wheat silos at Balmain and work like that. He was obviously doing a mental shift, and getting into this other way 
of doing things. 
When you look at Max's early work you must consider the work of Charles Sheeler in New York- because I reckon 
it came from him. He was the influential industrial photographer in America who's work went beyond document and 
it was the direct precedent of the German husband and wife photographers [Bernd and hilla Belcher] who do all the 
water tanks in Germany - their work is the combination of the overcast day and pure industrial form. The work of 
Lewis Baltz draws on Sheeler. You'd have to look at Max's work in relation to Sheeler- but he'd prooably never 
admit to it. 
You also need to talk to Gael Newton about it. Max says he did 'Nude Floating in the Swimming Pool' at the same 
time that Ed Weston did - it may well be one of those serendipitous things, that Max was so acutely attuned to the 
Modern Movement and came up with images identical to all the leading practitioners in the U.S. I'm not saying he 
was derivative but there must be some influences. 
Maybe I can ask Jill White also. 
Yes. But Gael Newton is more independent as a source. Gael is not interested in writing about photography at the 
moment which is a great pity, but she would be an important critic for you to refer to. 
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End 
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David Moore interviewed by Adrian Boddy, 
North Sydney Studio, June 27th, 1990. 
David, as this thesis on architectural photography is still in its infancy, details of structure, indeed content, are still 
very much open to development and debate. However, I thought the following outline might assist in your 
understanding of my questions: 
The working title is: 
"Aspects of Architectural Photography in Australia" 
My aim is to analyse the way Australian architecture has and is being photographed. As in Akiko Busch's The 
Photography of Architecture: Twelve Views, the content would be substantially based on interviews with some of 
Australia's key exponents: 
1. Max Dupain 
2. David Moore 
3. John Go/lings 
4. Fritz Kos 
5. Grant Mudford 
With the exception of Mudford, they have kindly agreed to participate. These photographers have long standing 
associations with Australian architects : Max Dupain with Harry Seidler, Glenn Murcutt and Andrew Andersons; 
David Moore with Edwards Madigan Torzillo Briggs, Philip Cox and John Andrews; John Go/lings with Daryl 
Jackson, Denton Corker Marshall and Peter Corrigan; Fritz Kos with Cameron Chisholm and Nicol and Multiplex 
Constructions 
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A further dimension to the thesis would be gained by interviewing these architects and their patrons. Such primary 
material should reveal much about how particular architectural photography is directed, valued and used both as 
documentation and art. It will also, by inference, say much about what is valued in Australian architecture today. 
Grant Mudford is a-typical in that he is an expatriate living in Los Angeles. He is known internationally for exhibition 
rather than commercial work. Where the architectural photography of the first three exponents is essentially (but of 
course not exclusively) documentary, Mudford brings architecture to the public via expressive 'artistic' images in 
the Stieglitz tradition. 
At this stage I feel that this contemporary material should be preceded by an introductory chapter including 
nineteenth century documentary photography of Australian buildings - represented by the work of 8.0. 
Holtermann (1838-1885), H.B. Merlin (1830-1373), C. Bayliss (1850-1897), J.W. Lindt (1845-1926); and the early 
twentieth century environmental photography of Harold Cazneaux ( 1878-1953). His daughters are also keen to 
contribute to this project. 
It is proposed that the thesis be substantiated by a technical appendix. Not to be confused with 'how to take 
pictures of buildings'; it would describe and illustrate key technical aspects of architectural photography and 
include a glossary of terms, and explanations of such issues as the photomontage, audio-visual design, 
perspective control, colour temperature balance, architectural model photography; etc. 
I hope that's not all too vague or long winded. Perhaps we could begin with a point that you made when Christine 
Godden introduced us on June 6th. We talked about architectural photography and you said words to the effect 
that one should be able to photograph a real piece of architecture (here referring to a building of excellence - for 
example the Opera House) -at any time of the day under any conditions - after all it exists under all sorts of 
conditions for all sorts of people ....... . 
Yes, we use buildings at all times and under all conditions and I think photographs should try to reflect the 
experience of using architecture. 
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Is this also a statement of ideals, rather than every-day commercial reality; would you not, in an assignment choose 
specific moments to convey certain issues? Are you suggesting that when you can successfully photograph a 
building under adverse conditions it is a measure of the excellence of the architectural subject matter? 
That may be true, but I know where this attitude of mind comes from. It's my photojournalistic experience over many 
years. So often you have to make the weather conditions work for you because your schedule won't wait... Under 
pressing conditions the obvious viewpoint may not be possible and sometimes you find that what you think is the 
preferred view is simply not so. As a result one is forced to look at the building in other ways. So photography can 
teach you as you are doing it I think. 
At our initial meeting you also mentioned an attitude of mind - seeking the essence or kernel of the assignment 
whether architectural or not. And you choose to use a 35mm Nikon FE for spontaneity as well as precision. You 
'feel' when you have captured this essence. It may sound simple and obvious but it is basic. 
Did I expand to say that there two ways of photographing. One is to shoot peripherally around the subject and not 
penetrate it. But what I'm talking about here is a psychological penetration of the subject. By using each exposure 
to take you on some track that you can't predetermine -which will lead you to the kernel of the subject what ever it 
is. 
So you need to be prepared to take the journey, and the kernel may be arrived at quickly, or take lots of time? 
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This attitude can be applied to the photography of architecture. However, it is most applicable to a moving or 
people situation which may be developing by the moment. But photography is a compromise anyway to a greater 
or lesser degree in every case. And this applies to architectural photography to a great extent. I find that mostly you 
are making some kind of a compromise between the ideal (as you see it) and the possible. Because of physical 
factors apart from anything else- the height of the building, where the power pole is - I mean you would love to 
be in that position - but the power pole is obstructing the best image - so you shift your stance or ground 
continually to suit the circumstances. 
I am interested in coming to your understanding of what an architectural photograph is. To this end I brought along 
Walker Evans' American Photographs M.O.M.A. for example p. 47 Pt. 1 'Houses and Bill Boards, Atlanta' 1936. Do 
you regard this as an architectural photograph? 
Yes sure- it's many things; it's a sociological statement; it's interesting from a design point of view; but certainly it's 
an architectural photograph because it contains so much architectural information. That style of architecture is 
unique to a certain place at a certain time and historically it's valuable. There are more examples in this book of pure 
architectural photography for example (on p. 29, Pt 2) 'Details of a frame house in Ossining, New York', 1931. Yes 
-absolutely, and p. 18, Pt 2 'Greek Temple Building, Natchez, Mississippi', 1936. 
I put that question and example to you quite deliberately. In my first discussion with Max Dupain -he showed me 
some pictures of Australian vernacular buildings that he had taken around Broken Hill, but he did not regard them 
as architectural photographs. For him the definition is much more restricted ... His necessary conditions as I 
understand them at the moment, require a commission by an architect involving a building of some design quality. 
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An architectural photograph results then from carefully considered lighting and composition - almost always on 5 
x4 format. 
Well Max is pretty rigid in many ways I think. I respect his seniority, but my view is different. Perhaps this helps him in 
his white light attitude in his own photography, and it has got that incredible strength and clarity. A lot of my attitude 
comes from my father - he was an incredibly liberal thinker and a real visionary of his time in terms of liberal 
attitudes. He was widely travelled and valued understanding other people - other cultures. On the other hand a 
lot of Max's attitudes come from his father, whose views were relatively rigid. 
If anything I'm trying to highlight the differences in attitudes between yourself, Max Dupain and John Goflings. 
Even though you all express differences it is interesting that you came together in the 'Australian Built' Exhibition 
in 1985. 
Walker Evan's "American Photographs" was one of the first books I discovered and bought an original for 10/6 in 
Tyrrell's Bookshop in 1948 - I was 21 years old. I found this very very influential and exciting as a statement of 
reality. 
I brought that same publication along .... in some ways I could see a common spirit- your inclusion of people in the 
photographs. That could be a David Moore -pointing to a Walker Evans ..... . 
Well there's one- 'Floyd Burrough's Bedroom, Hale County, Alabama', 1936. The longer I go the more I know 
where 'Redfern Interior', 1949 came from. The composition is very powerful. An area I am now interested in is titled 
'Sources of Inspiration - the Fertile Field of Creativity' - to be delivered at the International Photographers 
168 
Meeting - December, in Hong Kong. The reason I am talking on this subject is that there are very few 
photographers who publicly acknowledge the sources they have drawn from and I think we all feed off everybody 
- and why not - lets have a look at this. 
On this question of artistic influences - Swainston asks the question in Light Reading VolA - #1 - 1990 p. 11 
(Published by Maxwell Optical Industries) under the title: 'Profile- David Moore' 
Q. Your pictures exhibit a great love of shape in an abstract sense, and texture, out of quite day to day subjects; 
fields, building and walls. When did this develop?' 
A It's evolved out of a number of things. My father was an architect and I thought I was going to follow in his 
footsteps, but instead I switched to photography. I kept close to architecture by photographing a great deal of it 
over the years. I believe that every good picture has a base structure that holds it together. Sometimes you see 
photographs which are purporting to be good but they don't have, or you can't identify, this structure. But apart 
from that I've been very influenced not only by photographers, but also painters, sculptors, composers and 
designers. I worked closely with two designers for 15 years and learnt a great deal. I'm sure that you can use all 
these different facets of the arts to increase creativity. So if my pictures have a sort of characteristic, I'm sure it's to 
do with my fairly wide art appreciation. I'd always recommend younger photographers look more widely into those 
other areas, instead of focusing only on photography. 
You have just said how much Walker Evans- a fellow photographer has influenced you. In terms of other artists-
painters, sculptors, are there any powerful influences in these domains or disciplines? 
Yes. Michael Johnson- when I photographed him for the book: In the Making that I did with Craig McGregor 
(which was an inter-relationship of the arts and how they are all working together). I had no understanding of 'hard 
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edge' painting before meeting him and watching him work and finding out what he thought about them - looking 
at his sketch books and various things. I realised that I was trying to see it from an emotional point of view and I felt 
that he was regarding it as an intellectual exercise and experience, at least that was the predominant thing. It had 
shifted from the heart to the head - and that opened a door to me; namely that imagery could have an intellectual 
response rather than just an emotional one. Once that door was opened - I became fascinated with the potential. 
The next person who I responded to was Ellsworth Kelly. I saw an exhibition of his at M.O.M.A. [New York], very 
direct geometric shapes within frames that I found exciting from a colour and shape point of view and within the 
frame - what he did with shapes within the frame. I don't think I would have understood Kelly without the 
experience with Johnson. 
Your recently published (1990) Nikon Calendar includes 'Western Distributor Forms 1', Sydney 1979 and 'Scrap 
Steel Detai/1', Sydney 1984, were they taken before or after Kelly ?-because as you were describing the quality of 
his work I immediately visualised those two images. 
They are both definitely post my experience with Kelly which was 1973- its there, but not directly. 
Then referring directly to the Ellsworth Kelly Catalogue page 31 ... 
[Here] Kelly is considering reflections off water; in this example there is a reversal of positive and negative- then 
he takes the theme to p. 39 and p. 40 in colour, which I think is an extraordinarily beautiful thing. And how he puts a 
shape within a frame (p. 70) and the penetration of the edge with the shape (p. 72). 
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Are you able to identify some of your own photographs that are influenced by these experiences? 
Yes, in my book ( Volume 1) I talk about this experience of seeing that Kelly show. After seeing the exhibition I 
went back to my hotel and looked out the window and it was full of wonderful geometry with a beautiful, negatively 
spaced sky [pp. 140 and 141 'Hotel Room View, N.Y.C.', 1973, David Moore -Australian Photographer Vol. 1], 
and I could see the relationship between what I was seeing and the Kelly exhibition. Just before we finish on this I 
want to show you two things from his catalogue - 'Black and White' 1970 pp. 90 and 91 - but if you look at it 
another way you see a beach and horizon line or a snow slope or a sand slope - its distilling the elements down -
it couldn't be more simple and the power of these compositions in the exhibition was enormous. 
Michael Johnson and Ellsworth Kelly have taken me towards certain areas where I am being cold and cerebral 
about things. 
Have any of the other arts been an influential factor- music for example? 
Yes, music is much more emotional. In fact in the talk at "Image '90" in Hong Kong I am using two pieces of music-
one is from the film "The Plough that Broke the Plains" made during the dust bowl era in America and it has a direct 
connection with the Farm Security Administration photographs - Walker Evans was one of that group and I am 
showing about 25 pictures of the F.S.A. along with the music- to build a feeling. Then I photographed in Finland 
for a book called Finland Creates in 1976 -this was an examination of man-made design and design in nature. I am 
using 25 pictures from the landscape section -from tiny details of moss to big wide landscapes. It was so peaceful 
in Finland- I am accompanying these images with the slow movement of Beethoven's 9th Symphony (some of it) 
-there is a wonderful continuity between the music and landscape. 
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In making audio-visuals, as you are doing in this instance, the music comes after the photography. Can the reverse 
be true? - music inspiring picture taking? For example, could Sculthorpe influence the way you think about 
buildings in the Australian landscape. 
It's not so much an influence of music, I don't think, but when photographing certain things I am thinking about 
some pieces of music I'm familiar with.- Do you know a picture of mine called 'Snow fence Wyoming USA', 1973? 
That is to me like visual music. It's like a little fugue being played there -like a string quartet. You can analyse that 
compositionally: it's very important to have the double post (about in the middle) and not have the fence run 
straight through- it's important to have the broken bit, and this line (of hill) and clouds and the way the slope 
drops away and the little piece of foliage. So there are influences from music, but I can more directly relate my 
photography to the visual arts of course. 
You spoke last time about the use of the 5x4- forma/ising, almost pre-visua/ising the image; compared with the 
spontaneity of 35mm - largely due to the weight and cumbersome steps in use that the former necessitates. 
Yes, it's very deliberate. 
You describe yourself as no 'technical freak' but you constantly refer to the chemistry and equipment of 
photography with consummate ease. 
You need a certain amount of knowledge- but I don't want to keep up with the latest technology. I think it is all 
moving too fast and I think you can loose sight of the basic problem. I have seen some photographers who get so 
wrapped up in technical information and considerations that they never seem to take a good picture. I never had 
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any formal training -just an apprenticeship with Max (Dupain) that's how I picked it up. If it works for you -stay with 
it- don't keep chasing the latest development all the time. In fact, I hate changing cameras and chemicals. 
However, now I am printing on multigrade paper rather than the old separate contrast paper - its fantastic, 
wonderful, 1/2 step contrast increments doubling the number of grades. This is a technical advance that I am 
pleased to work along with. I have never printed or processed colour, and now that the lab's are so good its not a 
problem. 
Have there been architectural photography assignments - with Max initially- and of course in your own career 
which are particularly memorable? 'Landmark' photography if you like, for reasons photographic or architectural. For 
example: the winning entry in the Denison Exhibition: Images of Australian Building 1985; 'The Australian National 
Gallery Sunrise' and Australian National Gallery Sunset' #s 27 & 28 photographed 1982. 
Well in this case, [photography of A.N.G. for Edwards Madigan Torzillo & Briggs] that architecture is a vehicle for my 
photography- in the two pictures referred to- rather than the priorities being the other way round. In some of 
the other work I did on the building for the architect I am simply being the tradesman for his creation. But in this case 
I didn't know whether Col liked the pictures or not, but to me there is something about the geometry of the building 
in these two pictures which is something of an abstraction. It is what light does to a subject which interests me here 
and the geometry of course. These two pictures are personal in that sense. 
I find your response so interesting because it relates strongly to the original working title of this thesis -
'Documentation and Beyond': these two images are 'the bevond' with respect to the published collection of 
photographs. The documentation is in your words, the tradesman standing back and recording the architecture as 
accurately and honestly as possible -in its context, on its ground plane, with natural and electric lighting etc ...... . 
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Well those are important personal images, taken within the assignment. I probably couldn't have done these if I 
hadn't had the information from Michael Johnson and later Ellsworth Kelly. If I hadn't understood something about 
hard edge thinking in painting. I don't think I would have photographed quite like that- and likewise the Western 
Distributor Forms of T structures are related to those things. Also 'Yulara Detail', 1984- the shape of the negative 
sky. It was Daniel Thomas who first alerted me to that: he talked about 'Surry Hills Street', 1948 when he wrote an 
introduction to a show that I had in 1976 . He talked about the negative space sky and how it locks the thing 
together. [David Moore suggested an article in The Sydney Morning Herald at the end of May or the beginning of 
July 1976 by the art critic Nancy Borlaise]. 
Do you see Drysdale's Cricketers in this work- also de Chirico's 'Mystery and Melancholy of a Street', 1914 ). 
Yes, a lot of people have remarked about the latter- the perspective, hard light, single figure, and what's around 
the corner- the mystery. 
David, if you are happy, 'Surry Hills Street', 1948, the two A.N.G. images - Dawn/Dusk and 'Yulara Detail', 1984 
could be four of a small number of architectural photographs discussed and analysed at some length. 
Sure. 
(Digression) 
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These images have had an enormous influence on me - and I'm sure many other architects. I haven't quite 
worked out what is driving this thesis yet whether its photography or architecture. However, my central concern is 
the promotion of architecture through photography. Although most academics draw attention to issues through 
writing, I think we live in a world of images as well as print. It came as a great surprise to find no post graduate thesis 
on architectural photography. Perhaps photographers are, as Christine Godden says, mostly non verbal. Can we 
pursue further the question of a range of your images that represent special moments in architectural 
photography: and it doesn't matter whether you think the building is special or your response to it? 
You mean directly architectural photography or things like the Western Distributor Pylons? 
Whatever falls within your definition of architectural photography. I think it is important historically that you, Max, 
John. ... express your own definitions and are comfortable with that. For what it's worth I find the Western Distributor 
a thoroughly architectural photograph. I am personally pleased that you have a broad view that encompasses 
everything from vernacular building to civil engineering. 
In retrospect, that building [A.N.G.]- I don't think it's very good architecture. I was excited at the time because it 
was a great vehicle for my photography- in that it was complex and geometric. The M.O.M.A. New York, Robin 
Gibson's Q.A.G. - Brisbane, they are simple, uplifting. So my feelings are double edged on the A.N.G. 
The Opera House is a building I have enjoyed photographing over many years - but that building concept has 
stood the test of time. 
End 
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David Moore interviewed by Adrian Boddy, 
North Sydney Studio, July 13th 1990. 
David I was initially interested in presenting a thesis with an international perspective similar to The Photography of 
Architecture: Twelve Views by Akiko Busch. But it was pointed out to me at the first seminar that research would be 
more appropriate in Australia -because primary source material is more accessible- and that the future of our 
school was a centre of excellence with it's focus being Australian architecture. 
Photography can be a vehicle for architecture -which is what it is normally assigned to be by the architect. 
Occasionally the architecture can be a vehicle for the photography - now generally speaking those two attitudes 
are satisfactory to the two different people involved - the architect and the photographer. Sometimes the two 
things come together and that's when it is really interesting I think. 
In the instance of the Australian National Gallery photographs you used the architecture as a vehicle tor your own 
photography, 'Dawn and Dusk'. Was Col Madigan also impressed with the images? 
I don't know. 
Well perhaps I'll follow this up if it's O.K. with you. 
Sure. 
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Because this may be an example of the vety point you have just made. 
I would be very interested to know what he says. 
Can I pursue some questions as to how one goes about an assignment. For example Stoller says: "architecture is a 
language - if you understand it you can photograph it sympathetically". Does one have to understand the 
language of Modernism, or Post Modernism for example, to photograph it? 
I think that the photographer with specific knowledge would do better. It's almost self evident. It would be like me 
photographing food commercially- it would be terrible even though I am a professional photographer. I think one 
should have an understanding of the architecture and that can be developed in various ways - by talking to the 
architect, by your background, by your previous experience. It does not mean you have to have an affinity with the 
particular style of architecture. For instance with the A.N.G. assignment- I enjoyed doing it- because it was an 
interesting building both graphically and sculpturally. It was a good opportunity to express its spaces and shapes 
photographically. But thinking about it later- I've been back to the gallery many times- and I don't think it works 
as an envelope for art. It's too demonstrative architecturally and too much of a virtuoso trip by an architect. And yet 
one of Mollison's first requirements was that nothing was to interfere with the artworks. For example: [referring to 
Architecture Australia Vol. 71 #7 Nov. 1982] in Gallery 5 referring to the grid ceiling taking services and lighting, at 
the design stage it was suggested that it would visually disappear- even after making models of it I was doubtful 
that at the time - and now -you get that strong high-tech, but low ceiling - it gives you a lot of pressure from 
above. At the same time the parquetry floor - which is totally in opposition to the ceiling philosophically -
Victorian romanticism. But again, I can't deny that I enjoyed photographing it. 
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I notice that the interior photographs range from gloom to glare - did you add any light? 
No, the building is composed of slit windows either horizontal or vertical- just when you get your iris used to a low 
level, for say prints and drawings- you turn around and you are hit by the glare coming in the slit window- then 
you've got to wait for your iris to re-adjust. 
Stoller, in Twelve Views - talks about the photographer and the viewer being part of the space that is being 
recorded - a sense which is subtle and easily distorted by strange angles, exaggerated perspective (wide angle 
lens) and over-dramatic lighting. 
Well I think that's correct but it may also be obvious. 
Stoller also discusses preliminary considerations: looking at existing drawings and models (if they exist) before 
going to the site. Often, and preferably he meets the architect on site - discusses his requirements; then one of 
his methods is to take the route that a user takes - making a sequence of images along the circulation route. He 
also likes to simply be in the building absorbing the quality and noting the light angles. Did you adopt a similar 
method with Col Madigan on the A.N. G.? 
Yes, I went through the scheme with him in detail- before it was completed. Then we waited for the artworks to be 
placed -but looked at opportunities on site. The next trip I did the photography in detail -by myself without Col 
or the gallery staff- there was a lot of pressure -to put a publication together before the gallery opening. 
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Was the architect insistent on any particular images? 
No, but he did give me an article by Terry Measham (now director of the Power House Museum) which was very 
complimentary to the building and I read that - and I could see what he (Measham) was on about. I read Col 
Madigan's Hook Lecture too - before I photographed the building. So that was my approach. And I was very 
familiar with the project through photographing a number of models including the conceptual model that won the 
original competition for him. Over the next 1 0 or 15 years there were block and more complex models, so I had a 
good idea of the piece of sculpture that I was working with. 
You discussed the problems with the natura/lighting as far as the viewer is concerned. Did you use any additional 
lighting whilst photographing the interiors? 
It was all available light. Often there is no place to stand lights anyway. And I think that he ( Madigan) wanted 
dramatic lighting conditions. I think the intention was to have specific lighting in the galleries- almost bland which 
shows the pictures to best advantage, but the transition areas were to be an adventure- like going through a 
series of caves. 
Is there a technical solution to lighting vast interior spaces for legibility rather than ambience - with the intention of 
bringing highlight and shade closer together? 
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I've painted with light when I photographed the aircraft carrier H.M.A.S. 'Melbourne' before it went to China to be 
broken up. We were down in the Engine Room and that was how I documented that space. In the past I used a lot 
more artificial light than I do now- these days I try to work more with existing light. 
Again, on lighting, the double page photograph of the gallery at late dusk with full moon - has a beautiful 
quality .... 
Its a result of the tungsten floodlighting and daylight film (to keep the sky blue) - the two sources can't be 
accurately balanced on the one film. This is a problem that comes up time and time again. If I'd used tungsten film 
the building would have been much whiter- but the sky would become an artificial colour. Max told me the best 
time for this effect is dusk. 
I was a young graduate in Papua New Guinea when this was published and it remains one of the most evocative 
architectural images I had ever seen. 
Well its got a lot of romance in it because of the colour value apart from the build-up of the massing,- its a good 
angle to view the building. 
Another question on lighting- that must have fluorescent, tungsten and daylight (referring to Gallery 10 p. 51) ... 
Its another compromise - if you correct for the fluorescent, the daylight source will be magenta. I think all 
architectural photography is a compromise anyway- I've said that before ... its true. 
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Further to the subject of lighting- Bill Hedrich (an American architectural photographer with 50 years experience) 
says: "in the early days we put an emphasis on light and shade using spotlights"- consistent with what you were 
saying - "but today we try to build up more overall light with umbrellas and by using more available light. Early 
photographs idealised architecture - our recent work is more straight forward with less embellishment". 
Yes, Max has always said that the architect designs the lighting and you should make that clear in the pictures. But 
sometimes you can, sometimes you have to add to it- it varies really. 
Because the eye can accommodate a greater range of brightness than film -a factor of 20 or so? 
Not only that, but you get the contrast between inside and outside which can be solved by draping the windows -
exposing for the interior- then re-exposing for the undraped windows - but you would want a lot of money for 
that! 
Do you have an assistant- to help with the fetching and carrying? 
Half and half, mostly not. When lighting is involved, say in industrial situations, then yes. 
Hedrich also says that he has moved from skew or 2-point perspective views to single point or frontal views -
popularised by Futagawa in order to further reduce the complexity of the image. 
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I don't know whether he popularised this view of architecture or not. 
Hedrich also talks about the advantage of having the architect on site -saying how much they contribute. 
It depends who the architect is! I know that Harry works alongside Max. I think Max does a supreme job with him, 
those photographs of the Paris Embassy are top, -world class! 
I'll talk to Max about this - because I think that his work has a lot in common with Ezra Stoller. Obviously the 
architecture is different but the techniques are similar: 5x4 format, red or orange filtration with black and white 
negatives, a great deal of control and selectivity of light and composition. 
Yes, the use of filters is exaggerating- thrusting the building towards the viewer. 
Monumentalising the building? 
Yes. 
Wolfgang Hoyt who was apprenticed to Stoller is regarded as an important visual commentator, in that his images 
go beyond the building as an object to record the context. Allowing the viewer a greater understanding, where 
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Stoller almost always separated the building from its surroundings. His image of the Rockerfeller Centre - NYC 
1984 p.33 -Twelve Views is an example of this principle. 
Yes, that's excellent I must say- in the tradition of the best Berenice Abbott pictures of New York. 
I just remembered -there is a very strange shot in that book, (S.O.M. Oakland Coliseum 1969 by Ezra Stoller): I 
couldn't understand that shot at all. Why didn't he go in there (behind the fence)- maybe he is working for the 
Cyclone Wire people! It is astonishing to have it in a book like this. And Julius Schulman talks about having people 
in the pictures and how they can look artificial. 
Schulman's view is that photography is a graphic statement: ,Every inch of my composition has to be a graphic, a 
strong composition which does not necessarily have information, but is a graphic construction of forms and lines. It 
spells out something which attracts the eye. 11 ••• ,The purpose of architectural photography is to make, not a 
photographic statement, but a design statement,. 
Well, I appreciate his photograph of the Kaufmann Residence, Palm Springs [by Richard Neutra], but this 
Hollywood House # 22 p. 107 is terrible on various counts -firstly the disorganised, out of focus foreground and 
secondly the photographic light source reflected in the glazing - pretty nasty altogether. Just doesn't do anything 
for the building. These are awful too, infra red film and terrible architecture. 
Just to return to that question of context. this photograph on p. 95 by Steve Rosenthal, 1980: Knoll Offices -
Gwathmey, Siegel & Assoc. is sociologically very interesting, that someone has designed that particular building in 
the streetscape and at least (the photographer) has put a lot of information about the environment in there. And 
certainly I like to do the same if I can, but it's remarkable how many times you can't. Generally you haven't got space 
-often you can only just get the building and that's it. I remember Tony, my brother, when he was getting pictures 
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for Cross Section - a little architectural broadsheet - he always wanted pictures showing the context and I 
remember talking to him and saying: well sometimes you can and sometimes you can't. 
Previously you talked about a photographic assignment as a journey - working around the periphery and 
eventually penetrating the subject. Hopefully achieving an essence. Would you say the A.N.G. assignment is such 
an example and do you regard the Denison Award as the essence? 
Yes, and those two photographs I regard as the essence. They are an abstraction of the building, but they are 
somehow symbolic of the sort of architecture that it is. That was a satisfying moment to arrive at. 
Are there any other buildings that you have photographed where the results stand out as far as you are 
concerned? 
I think I got a very good set of pictures out of Neville Gruzman's house when he had his exhibition. Neville told me 
certain things like the fact that the living room light in the morning, and the rear courtyard were very important to him 
psychologically. This was helpful- but he left the organisation of the photographs up to me. What else? I thought I 
was excited by John Andrews' Scarborough College but in retrospect I don't think I ever did the building justice. A 
couple of pictures were o.k., but I think it was more than I was getting out of it. John liked them. The spine of the 
building was a pedestrian street that ran all the way through it with a multi layered floor and linking atrium. I got a 
good picture of that but there weren't enough people there -it was a semester break. It really needed a lot of 
people. John had a 15ft. high print of it made from a 35mm neg- so he must have liked it. But he doesn't get 
involved in shooting, I have also photographed the Cameron Offices and his own house at Eugowra. 
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Is this question too hard for you? (laughing!) Have you done so much work that you can't identify any particular 
examples? Schulman always points to the Neutra House at Palm Springs as the highlight of his architectural 
photography- in his terms and in terms of public acceptance. Not many people have actually seen that house, 
they know it only through the photography. That is a big responsibility. 
Sure, the experience of the architecture is the photograph. 
I think the best of Australian architectural photography is done by Australians - Max, you and Gollings. Even 
before the 'Australian Built' Exhibition thought that. 
I suppose we are the three names that spring out of the woodwork. I think Max does the best of it- with his clients 
like Harry, and Glenn Murcutt. Well, Philip Cox is one of my clients and I think he is an exciting architect.... and a 
very thoughtful architect. I enjoyed photographing Yulara. I think Yulara is very considerate of the landscape and 
uses the land forms very well. Four hundred yards away you don't see it - quite astonishing for such a big 
complex. But to say it is Australian, well I wouldn't say so. What is Australian? You know the work of Luis Barragan-
M.O.M.A. publication. Weill would have given my eye teeth to photograph something like that. I think it would be a 
superb piece of architecture to photograph. 
Is Glenn Murcutt amongst the architects that you admire in Australia? 
Yes, but I have never been to a Murcutt house- so I only know his architecture through photographs (which is 
ironic given what we have been just discussing) and his philosophy through interviews and things like that. Yes I 
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think he is doing something that's unique yet full of tradition and using materials well. I think that he particularly 
understands light. 
David, lets call it a wrap, and thank you so much for all your time and thoughtful answers to my questions. 
End 
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Eric Sierins interviewed by Adrian Boddy, 
Artarmon Studio Sydney, January 25th, 1994. 
Thank you for agreeing to this interview. My thesis concerns itself with the photography of Australian architecture 
concentrating on Max Oupain as the prime exemplar. His work is of great significance as he is held in such high 
regard by both photographers and architects. Amongst other things I'm interested in both the precedents and the 
influences of his photography. 
Mm, Max's own influences -say from overseas? 
Yes, who do you think his influences were, for example Harold Cazneaux, or other local photographers? 
I think the sources were very much overseas photographers. Man Ray, Steichen and those sort of people. I think 
he really idolised them, especially in the early days because of the sort of hard lines (that characterised) the 
photography they were doing. It wasn't all the nostalgic European stuff with soft lighting. I think he was trying to get 
away from all that. I think he'd probably been taught [that approach] by Bostok or whoever, and then he really 
wanted to portray reality - super realism, which is what he thought Australia was all about. He could see people 
overseas touching on it - and he had his own a clip-book of photos that he admired from overseas. If it was a 
portrait I guess he might try it [the approach] himself. 
Did he ever show you the clip-book? 
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I have some photos here- most of it has gone to the Dupain family. There was quite a lot of information hanging 
around that was very interesting. 
Did you ever notice the work of Bauhaus architectural photographers in that collection? 
Yes, definitely. I could even have some of it here- some of the old illustrations and things. 
So he was aware of the photography at the Bauhaus at the time? 
Well, he was very aware of what was going on in Europe. I'm not the expert to know exactly who he followed, but 
there was definitely an interest. Jill [White] would perhaps know the story better, but I think when he was in Bond 
Street there was an old German guy who ran a book store very close to the studio and he used to just pop in there 
and he would get the latest journals from Europe. So he could see what was happening - I don't think he felt 
behind Europe but he still wanted to know what they were doing so he could do the same or react in some way. He 
was vitally interested in keeping abreast of the times and then interpreting that for the Australian condition - and 
he did that before anyone. It would be interesting to talk to Wolfgang Sievers because he was the European who 
brought a lot of those [contemporary] ideas to Australia. Wolfgang has said, that when he arrived [in 1938], Max 
was the only person he could talk to. I think that is fascinating - shows his real need to discover what was going 
on. 
Was there a competitive edge between the two of them do you think? 
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Well, I wouldn't be surprised (laughs). It's hard to know, but years ago Melbourne and Sydney were further apart 
and it didn't matter so much - because Wolfgang started in Melbourne. I don't think they trod the same sort of 
ground as far as that went. 
Wolfgang more or less finished architectural photography by the mid sixties - largely because he was 
disenchanted with standards of contemporary design. Max on the other hand continued into the late 1980's. 
Mm. You should check with Jill [White] because I'm not sure when he really began. Our files start primarily in the 
1950's but I've heard from other sources that there was architectural work that he did in his early days- when he 
was in his 20's and 30's. But I think that most of that was handed over to the client on completion. It's something 
that's quite interesting to me and I haven't been able to solve the problem of what happened prior to about 1956. 
And why from '56 on we have such a good record of all the commercial jobs. Whether it had something to do with 
the war I'm just not too sure. 
Someone rang up about Sam Lipson who was the architect of the Commonwealth Bank in Martin Place and said it 
was remembered that he [Lipson] had gone with Max to photograph the bank building when it was completed 
which as far as I can determine was in the late 1930's, so Max would have been in his mid 20's. Lipson is said to 
have directed Max in ways of viewing the building. Lipson now has the negatives as well as the prints. The State 
Library have a few prints as well. It's an interesting path to follow as well. 
It may be that Max was operating in a different way then. Perhaps the financial arrangement was to supply negatives 
and prints? 
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Yes, well it could have been. I'm not even to sure whether he was still working for Bostok or not. I'm just not sure of 
the precise dates. I know Bostok did fashion and product work so maybe this was a weekend job- it's hard to nail it 
down. But it wasn't till much later than that, when the work with architects became more regular. He preferred to 
work with architects rather than people in advertising and fashion - he communicated easily with them and I think 
that he found their understanding of structure and form was sympathetic. He found it quite a pleasure working with 
Harry Seidler and some of the other great architects we have in Australia. They were doing ground breaking things 
at that stage too. He found it a thrill to photograph what they were doing and at the same time produce memorable 
images. 
He liked his photographs to embody structure and form. 
Absolutely. The play of light had to show the form of the structure in a sculptural way. Seidler's architecture of line 
and plane was very responsive to the play of light. 
Do you think that Seidler was conscious of the photographed image as well as his architecture? 
I don't know about the early days, but I know he is now (laughs). Some of the office staff say he works out where 
the photos are to be taken while he is designing on the drawing board. Saying "Oh that will make a great 
photograph" (laughs). It's very much designed with the photographic representation in mind. 
Eric could I change the subject and ask when you started to work with Max? 
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I started in 1989, but I met Max about seven or eight years before that. I had just done some college work and by 
chance had taken a photograph of one of Harry Seidler's buildings - the extensions to the North Sydney Council 
Chambers and Harry liked it so much he wanted a copy. At the same time he said you should work with Max Dupain. 
So I went and saw Max and showed him my work- he thought there was potential but unfortunately it was a long 
way down the track. I had to do other work in the interim because he didn't have a position available at the studio. 
But then eventually in early '89 I had a phone call. Max was deciding that he needed either a photographer with him 
in the studio or an assistant. He didn't say that but that's what it came down to. He still had work but it was a difficult 
time (economically) for architects. So I began with the firm in September 1989. 
So it was really on the suggestion of Harry Seidler that you made the contact. Did you like Max's work anyway? 
Yes. When I was at college Max's name was not prominent. I can't remember it meaning a lot to me but I felt that he 
was a person so far removed from my ordinary existence that it was laughable that I could work for him. It just didn't 
seem a possibility. 
So he was held in high esteem at the college or by you through books? 
I think his name was mentioned at college, but then I had my own favourites and I can't remember Max being one of 
them. I liked some of his images but I loved Grant Mudford's work and an American whose name has slipped my 
mind. 
Did you know about David Moore and John Go/lings at that stage? 
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No not really. I think the tuition we had guided us toward the American scene. There were people like Baltz, 
Meyerowitz ... in the Grant Mudford style of abstraction, tightly cropped ... and details of buildings that I found 
fascinating. That's what I went out and photographed architecture. It became the most powerful thing that I was 
doing at college. When I think about it now it's a long way from doing a job for a client. If you are lucky one shot out 
of ten can be like that because they want to show the overall, the foyer, the elevation from the west and so on. 
Information. And that can be lacking in ideas in a way. It's a record, which can be disappointing at times. Perhaps it's 
up to me to push what I like to photograph a bit more and see of it's acceptable rather than photographing just what 
they want. 
Well, there are many uses for architectural photography and one of them is the record- the document. Another is 
using the architecture as a vehicle for photographs - the work that you like doing - to produce something you 
can hang on a wall. The exhibition component as distinct from the straight (commercial) documentation. 
Mm. 
In what capacity did you work with Max? All facets? 
Yes, although Max was always reluctant to let anyone else do everything. If there was a really heavy bag he'd pick it 
up and go struggling off into the distance with it. Certainly when I started he had a bad ankle and so he was 
hobbling, but not for long. I think he wanted me to build up my own clients. He thought I'd be able to go and see 
architects and get work straight away - well unfortunately that wasn't the case. It takes time to build up your name 
and in '89 there was not a great deal of work around anyway. So it really came down to going out on jobs with Max. 
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And that's when we had our greatest times. He was in his element when he was with a client and on the job and 
people were bowing and scraping. 
There was great reverence for him by the architects? 
Anyone. If we went to an art gallery to see a show people would pay their respects. He loved to get out and do 
those sort of things. He was very socially minded when he was younger. I think the early studio at Bond Street must 
have been a very social place. All his friends would come round, they'd go out for a drink and then they might go 
back to the studio and do something. They'd get an inspiration to take a still life or nude or whatever. It seems that 
they had a lot of discussions about life, religion, politics, where they met in the city. 
Was he a talker? 
Yes. I think particularly with a circle of friends who perhaps all went to Julian Ashton's- an artistic clan. I think there 
was a lot of discussion about these things and it probably cemented a lot of his own ideas about what he really 
thought was the essence of art or politics or whatever and what it meant within society. I think that's fascinating 
when you think about our [generation] sitting in front of TV. watching cricket. It would be better to be out with ones 
own age group discussing these issues a lot more. The media has taken over and it [life] is not nearly as 
interesting. 
Another thing, Max's desire to know what was happening overseas all the time was injected into a domestic 
discussion and that would light the fire. Max loved to speak of anything- an argument or an idea. His personality 
and style was to be in the action - he would love to debate different issues with his circle of friends who were 
mainly artistic. 
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When you started working with him did you Jearn anything immediately about the techniques of photography? 
Well, I guess I had to jump up to 5"x4" photography straight away and I took the camera out a lot on my own. He felt 
that was the only way. When I first met him at an interview for the position- he seemed to think that I was the one 
and he rang me to confirm that. When I told him I had plans to go overseas he was aghast, but I felt that seeing 
Europe was part of my growing up process. Having done that I felt I could then settle into the task. I asked him what 
sort of camera should I take, and he said nothing less than medium format. Well, I went and bought a Mamiya 6x7 
and lugged that all round Europe- I got a few good shots- but I think Max would have preferred 5"x4". He saw 
that (system) was the ultimate in quality- the Linhof that he used for years and years. So I really had to train myself 
in the use of 5"x4" equipment. There is a big difference between shooting off a roll of 35mm film and coming up 
with one or two shots and only having say ten sheets of 5"x4" film in your kit and having to come back with ten 
shots! I felt I was losing a bit of freedom. I could see, for Max, it was working very well. He had this wonderful ability 
to see - he'd be standing right next to you on the footpath next to a building but you felt you were 100 yards back 
seeing the whole thing in its context and its light and form and shape. At the beginning he very much amazed me 
where he could see a photograph when it all seemed to be a jumble before your eyes. He just had this feeling that 
he was really seeing the overview very clearly even though he was standing right next to the building. He would 
assess the situation very quickly- if the light was right , it was get the tripod set up, I'll put the camera on top, you 
get the film ready or put the lens on, we'll focus up and get that shot done! In the early days, the first couple of jobs 
I went out on, Max would say, I'll get this one set up you look for the next one. This came as a bit of a surprise to be 
watching him shot for shot. I think he was trying to get me into the action and used to the procedure. It was a 
tremendous benefit. We'd go back to the studio with say 12 shots and 6 of them were mine and 6 were Max's. 
Generally there wasn't much culling to do - all 12 were submitted to the client. Whether or not they wanted to 
know who actually set them up is another story. It was a very effective way to learn and then of course in the 
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darkroom there are difficult procedures that you have to learn for 5"x4" and Max took me through all of that. 
Becoming used to the running of a professional studio was all new. Getting work down to the lab, picking it up, 
achieving deadlines and producing a really good set of prints. Max loved to supply a 1 O"x12" black and white print 
of each shot. The black and white was always paramount to him. On some occasions he'd only do a couple of 
colour negs. As soon as we got back to the studio it was get the black and white process and prints done and send 
that off to the client and impress them. They would know that for each of the black and white shots there was a 
corresponding colour neg so they would order those as well. It was just a matter of adding different film to the backs 
once the shot was set up. I guess the other thing I learned was that he loved using the wide angle lens. He loved 
the dramatic approach to shooting a building. Where the angles were exaggerated, where he could stand up close 
but get everything in. This [approach] exaggerated shapes. 
This question of composition is an interesting one. People like Gael Newton say that they can recognise a Dupain 
photograph at 50 metres almost. Do you think that's possible or true? 
I think so to a certain extent. He very often used an orange filter, most of the time to darken the sky- so you can 
pick it up as far as that goes. He loved a light coloured building against a dark sky. 
And as you said he often used a wide angle lens to exaggerate, for example a high rise building. We can all 
remember Australia Square, MLC and Grosvenor. That's one case, but if not he was meticulous about verticals 
being vertical. 
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Yes, that's very much what architects are seeking. They don't want their buildings looking as if they are falling off 
the earth. So I think you must try to maintain verticals. I think I knew that was important anyway so he didn't really 
have to impress that upon me. 
I'm still probing around that assertion of Gael Newton - the recognition of a Dupain photograph. I remember he 
said in our interview that one should (where possible) have something in the foreground. 
Yes, I think that's something he got from Bostok too. He said the same thing to me- that the foreground was quite 
important. He felt that in some instances there wasn't much you could do. 
A photograph that comes to mind is the Nicholas house, by Glenn Murcutt, at Mt. Irvine. There was a horse trough 
in a paddock and Max went right away from the house, placed the trough and a stumpy old tree in the foreground 
- the result puts the building in its context. The fact that there is an object in the foreground leads the eye to the 
centre of the image - the house. 
Yes, it sets the scene. It's fascinating, he was always on the look-out for things like that and with years of 
experience he was very good at finding them. 
Some young photographers say Max Dupain just uses a wide angle lens - he's just a formula man. Very 
disparaging. 
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Well, I think it's unfortunate. Let's face it, Max started taking photographs way back when - in the 1930's and he 
certainly had a number of purple patches in his life where he took fantastic beach photos or marvellous surrealist 
work and great architectural images for a while. And I guess if you do great things then why not continue the 
process to a certain extent. I don't think you can really criticise someone for being great and over such a long 
period of time. Forty years photographing architecture and simply repeating the formula- well I think it's unfair to 
say that. 
When do you think the purple patch with architecture was? Was there a period? 
Once again, not having been around, I only understand that he put architecture on the map when he got involved 
in the photography of it. He presented architecture in a more imposing way. It's a bit outside my field of knowledge. 
I can only imagine. He just had such a strong sense of form and the play of light on a building. He was always 
looking for the drama in things - the light would be raking across the front of a building and creating strong 
shadows or showing the texture. It was probably a fact that as he did know what he was looking for he could repeat 
it. Perhaps you could say that other people didn't know what they were doing - so they would get it once every so 
often and not know why. Max could analyse the structure and predict the best time to photograph. 
Max and Harry had a whole procedure - the time of the year, the time of the day and what they were trying to 
portray. 
I don't think Harry knew that much about photography at the start but certainly in the later years he knew what lens 
Max was going to put on. And he would be replicating it with his Leica. 
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Max was The Sydney Morning Herald art critic in the early '80s. Did he write all that material or simply put forward the 
ideas? 
No, Jill would have typed every one of those reviews from Max's scrawl. They were exhibition reviews. I remember 
when we went to see a Bill Henson exhibition together, Max had reviewed his work previously and was interested 
to see the direction he was heading in. They were huge colour prints of Los Angeles or San Francisco with 
ambulances racing by - disaster on the street and things. Max didn't know why one would be so interested in all 
that- what the pleasure was. I think he felt that you should immediately respond to the image by being fascinated 
with its content or forms or light. If you weren't immediately involved then it was too esoteric, too intellectual. I don't 
think he saw photography as an intellectual medium. He was seeking the immediate response, and in his case it 
would be as dramatic as possible - so it captured your eye. After that, you could look at it and try to understand 
why you had that response. The idea was that it [the work] gave you a hit! 
He hated the notion that the viewer should have to read the poem or prose before looking and understanding the 
picture. 
Yes, or to have to read someone else's critique to understand what the intent was. He had a very agile mind and an 
acute ability to decipher these things. If he didn't like it, or thought it was nonsense he said so. 
Those Sydney Morning Herald crits' contain the full range of response - from scathing condemnation to fulsome 
praise. He really let go at the technical gimmick with no content. 
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It would be fascinating to see the whole collection - I think the copies we had are now with the Dupain family- his 
wife Diana, son Rex and daughter Danina. 
Do you know if they would be prepared to participate in an interview? 
I think it's very hard to tell at the moment. You should approach Diana Dupain but I couldn't say how she might feel. 
On the subject of architectural photography - were there any photographs that you know of that were his 
favourites other than those in "Max Dupain's Australia"? 
Max believed that his exhibition should be made up of quite clearly defined areas of work - there should be 
considerable diversity. He would get all the prints out and make new ones- even shoot some so that he had new 
material; there would be still life, the flowers, nudes, landscapes, architecture, people - quite well defined areas. 
He felt to be a complete photographer he should be able to produce exhibition standard work in all those different 
areas. That's why that book in particular [Max Dupain's Australia] is split up into those different areas. I'm not too 
sure whether he had favourite [architectural] images. I know that he got on very well with Glenn Murcutt -they 
shared a real spirit of the Australian land and the Australia way. I can imagine that they probably had a great time out 
on a shoot - Max was always at his best when he was out photographing things. It would have been quite a fun 
time I'm sure. 
Just looking at the 'Jambaroo House', 1985. That has all the hallmarks of a Dupain photograph? 
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I think it's an example of Max's insight into a place and bit of detail brilliance. He quite often seemed to be able to 
come up with a detail that surprises you. A lot of his exhibition architecture is more or less details. 
Yes, he is able to summarise the whole architecture through detail. Here, in the Jambaroo House you see the 
thinness of the roof, the textures of timber and corrugated metal, ..... 
It's like a logo in a way- a summary of the whole. That small triangle of light is critical -sparks the whole thing off. I 
think Max approached these things in the same way- how the light fell on the forms. He didn't want surfaces to be 
evenly lit or look similar. If there was dramatic light and dark that would be 'beaut' as he would say. 
This photograph of the El Alemein fountain is unusual in that it's in colour. 
I think it is probably for the sake of the book- not particularly his choice. When the book was being put together it 
was meant to be a reasonably priced coffee table book. Most publishers would have said it really has to have some 
colour plates and so you have to come up with them. Probably against his better judgement. 
I think he would have liked the pictures of historic architecture - he did a lot of work for the National Trust, plus his 
books on Georgian Architecture. 
'Housing Complex, Queensland', 1985 seems to be a decidedly Dupain photograph - the dark filtered sky 
behind the white building. 
Yes- the [single point] perspective of the rafters going off into the distance. Light and shade. Very much so. 
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You mentioned the use of the wide angle lens, looking up at the building - well "Newmed Hospital, Newcastle" 
1984 fits that description. 
Well there's another thing about using the wide angle lens, people who are not photographers are surprised by 
the amount of information that can be captured in a single image. If you can look up through something, or add a bit 
of artistry to it, it does become quite exciting. And that's what Max was quite often looking for- that extra view, the 
vantage point that would make the image more interesting. 
When I was talking to John Go/lings he said much of his concentration was devoted to seeking the single, 
descriptive icon. 
But then again you probably have to take ten shots to determine exactly which is the one. It's a good idea when 
you think about it- because most buildings are represented by one image. 
I noticed you have the 'Stair Rail, ANZ Computer Centre', 1975 still hanging downstairs. 
Yes, people love that picture and I'm sure everyone would have walked past that railing and just thought it's a set of 
stairs. But Max has seen the light metal rail against the dark carpet and the textures (of the counter curving 
brickwork) and made something really wonderful out of it. 
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Were images like that purchased by the public? 
No not an image like that. 
Another characteristic seems to be to use openings in the architecture to frame and view something beyond. 
Examples are on pages 192, 208, 209 and 211 of Max Dupain's Australia. 
I think Max viewed historical architecture quite formally. The subject suits symmetrical and calm viewpoints- you 
can't do anything too jazzy! 
Did you see the recent David Moore exhibition "Railways, Relics and Romance"? 
Yes, it was good. 
Did it remind you of Max,s work? 
No, not at all. Very clinical I thought- the way David went about that. They had a too controlled air about them I 
feel. Perhaps I'm influenced by what Max had to say about his work. He felt it lacks emotion- a bit too cold- the 
way he assessed shapes and light. Pure forms without much happening in them. This is the opposite end of the 
spectrum to Max who was looking for drama in everything and letting things happen if they happen to happen and 
that could be anything! 
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I'm quite interested to follow up the differences between the two. In this recent Moore exhibition - all 40 prints are 
black and white so that's a common quality in terms of preference over colour- not much I agree, but a start. You 
think Max would have photographed the old Everleigh workshops in a less structured way? 
I think if you saw an exhibition of Max's and David's work without names I think you'd pick them straight away! David 
is a very technical photographer as well - the prints are beautiful, the exposures perfect. Some of the images I 
loved, no doubt about it, but they were different to what Max would do. 
But you would have to say that Max is also technically vety precise. 
Yes, once again I can only talk about the last couple of years while we were working together. Things can, at times 
go wrong - and that happens with any photographer. I think the main thing about the quality of Max's images was 
that they were on 5"x4". There is a certain amount of latitude with a black and white negative- you can push or 
pull the development and then you can push or pull the print a little to get what you want out of it. I would say David 
is just more fastidious about that. More precise - he likes things to be as perfect as possible. Max wanted [the 
viewer] to be struck by the first impression of the image and then if you went and had a close look at the grain 
structure or the sharpness across the whole image - well maybe that would be there, but if it wasn't well. .. in the 
end it was the visual impact of the thing that mattered. 
I think he didn't appreciate a number of photographers who got heavily into the technical side of things and 
produced the ultimate Ansel Adams type negative. He wasn't a fan of Adams at all - he just felt that it was way over 
the top with the technical side and that there was just too much planning. The result is cold with no element of risk. I 
think it can be a frustrating thing if you are trying to achieve photos with some drama and impact and 'it' doesn't 
happen. You are searching for something that is of the moment- it has to be created in the moment that you click 
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the shutter. Whereas I think that Ansel Adams' images were so planned and preconceived - which was part of his 
philosophy. The planning of them might have gone on for days! I don't think Max could countenance that at all. 
It wasn't that he didn't have the patience or perseverance- it was just that he didn't believe that that was the way 
photographs were made? 
Mm. I think things had to happen and (the images) contain the vitality of the moment. 
Do you think that's the psyche of the man - vety physical, energetic? 
Yes, he was a rower at school and his father was a physical education tutor- so he was a real bronzed Aussie 
himself. He loved the beach- obviously spent a lot of time there, loved camping up and down the coast. There 
was a great Australianness about him - really great. 
I can also imagine that he was the life of the party, very charming, a very exciting person to be with. He was 
[working] in the field of photography which people have always thought was a glamorous industry. He was involved 
in fashion and glamorous women. 
Just getting back to one other point that you made about Max stereotyping the way he photographed things. I 
remember there were a few images ... he went through a period where he photographed a lot of buildings and 
houses at night and I think he felt that to be an escape from the 'formula' that he had gotten into - which was 
photographing under broad sunlight. He did some fantastic things then. 
Do you have an example in mind? 
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I do - a Palm Beach house where he took his own tungsten floods along to light the exterior. It was the Muller 
House from memory published in a book with twenty houses. A wonderful shot. He loved an image to have a lot of 
blacks - he felt that was dramatic. I remember when I first started with Max. Ernest Hyde came down to see me 
because he was really going to be my employer, Hartland and Hyde was the group that Max operated the studio 
for, and he wanted to know that I was going to be enthusiastic about working there. Anyway, Max might have said, 
"so what do you think makes a great Max Dupain photograph" to Ernest, and he said, "oh that's easy .... it's the 
blacks. And Max nodded and smiled and said, "have large areas of black and make sure they are really black" -
(laughs). 
That aspect is a fascinating area ... I know there are some of Max's images like 'Mosman Bay at Dusk' with a ferry 
coming up the bay - it's quite an old image. All the information is in that negative - I've seen it - beautifully 
exposed. But the way he has printed it, it loses a lot of information because much has gone to black. Just printed it 
dark, he was never one to print anything light, everything had to have a richness about it, and tone. He would go 
overboard with tone - a darker print, rather than have it look wishy washy. At the same time he did like sharp 
whites. I don't think he ever went to the school of thought when you hold back the detail in the blacks. The idea 
was to make a punchy photograph and often an evenness doesn't work. I could talk about Steven Lojewski who 
did the series of Sydney roof top views. To my memory there were a lot of greys in those images. He probably 
produced negatives with all the detail in the shadows and the highlights, all the information was there, but in the 
end it had a flat greyness. Max would have said, in his mind's eye, don't mess around too much, just print it. 
That's well remembered Eric, it has added considerably to the characteristics of a Dupain image. Max's work was 
generally revered by the architects. 
Yes, for understanding their work. 
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There are others who bitch about his work because it strongly promoted Seidler, Cox, Murcutt... There are also 
those who would argue that his architectural photography was overtly dramatic- actually falsifying the architecture 
- People disappointed with the reality of the buildings after the dramatic black and white introduction. If you take a 
wide angle lens and move up close to a right angle it becomes vel)' acute. The ordinal)' corner turns into a razor-
sharp prism. .... 
But once again they might have gone to look at the building at the wrong time of day. So you've got to give the 
photographer some credit for actually making something out of that which is not quite what you assume it to be. 
There is a creative process on both sides. 
Photography is an interpretation whether the subject is still life, people or architecture. There is no doubt that Max 
liked to make the most of architecture through his photography I have never seen a dull or soft or weak 
photograph. Did he ever refuse a commission on the basis of poor design standards? 
No, at one stage we didn't photograph an exterior because it was getting absolutely no light- in winter. Very 
frustrating for the client because they wanted the image the next day! Max did a series of interiors and then he said 
we'd wait until summer for the facade. That would be the only reason. If there was a challenge in it I think he'd stand 
up and have a crack at it. But under those circumstances, and given the way he saw architecture there was no 
photograph in it. 
Well perhaps you could have taken some floods out and done it in the evening. 
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Can't remember Max ever taking out too much equipment. He liked to have a small kit. 
At the beginning we talked of photographers who may have influenced and interested him and you said ..... 
Man Ray, Steichen, Moholy Nagy, the Bauhaus architects .... Gropius. 
In his later life did he admire any other Australian photographers? Did he hold David Moore in high esteem? 
Oh yes, I'm sure. I think he felt David had done a tremendous amount of terrific photography. In the studio days I 
think there was a fair bit of banter back and forward because David was doing 35mm work, he wanted to get into 
that photojournalistic style and go overseas. Max didn't see any of those things as necessary. I mean in a way Max 
was quite blinkered when you think about it he wouldn't often accept other peoples portfolios of needs if you like 
-to see the world and to travel extensively or to work in a journalistic manner. Max was very steeped in his own 
principles and pursued them to the end. And they were good principles for him and for his time. He had a terrific life 
pursuing them. 
I think very often excellence is achieved by limiting the variables -and providing you choose the right ones, it can 
work for you. Atget's work in Paris for example. 
You mentioned John Gollings before and I think he is getting to the stage where he is trying to pare away all the 
extras that he used to put into a photo. He used to have horses jumping across things with flash lights going off -
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all that sort of thing. I'm sure Max would have rung him up; he definitely did, and said what the hell do you think you 
are doing, that's not architecture - you've got a flock of sheep out in the paddock. What is going on. And they 
would have had some lively discussion on the phone ... Max would have disapproved of all that... he was looking 
for a pure form, and an uncluttered image. I think he was often frustrated with architect's gimmickry and the clutter 
of the city and all the extraneous things that you couldn't do anything about. But he tried his damnedest to simplify. 
Which he did ultimately in 'The Sunbaker' and work like that- the ultimate in simplification of form. 
Does your work follow Max's procedure technically? 
Yes, I think so. The basis is the 5"x4" black and white, once you have the exposure, you shoot two sheets of film 
each side of the dark slide. Then go back to the studio and process one side. If that needs pushing or pulling you 
do that with the second sheet- to rectify a slightly incorrect exposure. As far as that goes that's definitely not the 
Ansel Adams way but it's a very efficient means of getting a good negative and with a 5"x4" neg there is so much 
information on it anyway. The way I take photos now is very much with the Polaroid as the first test. Max never used 
a Polaroid in his life. He used a reflected light meter- a Weston -well I couldn't even work out what he was doing 
with it! He used to wave it around in the direction of the subject matter, shielding it from extraneous light, and then 
assessing the reading from that. Come up with a number and set up the camera. If it was with an orange filter that 
was an extra two stops or whatever, and away you go. 
It must have been hell when colour came in! 
Max tried very very hard with colour. Through the years he shot a lot of colour negative film and then a lot of colour 
transparency film and I think in the early days it would have been very frustrating because the colours tended to go 
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charging off in one direction or another and was quite difficult to get the exposure precisely using a reflected light 
method. You also asked what other photographers thought of Max's work. I remember when I was at college his 
name came up and one of the staff said .... oh he hasn't done anything new for years and years ... and he was in his 
late '70s at that stage. I think that's a very unfair thing to say when someone has produced so many memorable 
images- about one million. I think a lot of photographers these days just can't appreciate the length and breadth 
of Max's work and the changes that occurred in photography over that time. He developed a set of principles when 
he was beginning his career and he followed those right through. So you have to admire him for that - he didn't 
sway because of new technology or new ideas, he just kept on going and I think his principles were very valid. 
Perhaps this is why he and Seidler got on so well. Seidler loathes fashion in architecture, he's a modernist through 
and through. Max loathed the faddish, superficial in photography. 
We should remember that Max tried many approaches when he was younger- he manipulated images, he did all 
the surreal stuff and people generally don't know that he was probably the first surrealist photographer in Australia 
as well as the first in a number of other different areas. He was there doing it in the '30s and '40s, and if he did have 
any development it was to remove all those manipulations from his work. He just didn't feel they were necessary. It 
was exciting at the time and he had a body of work that was about that. Especially when he went to architecture, he 
saw that the work had to be a lot more realistic. Structures on the earth had to be (seem to be) real and dramatic. 
Not rearranged or played with. I guess the change in subject matter altered his desire to do new things perhaps. I 
don't think he was terribly excited by the architecture of the '80s - glass wall buildings - here we go again - and 
it really wasn't his cup of tea. But it was a commercial studio- you have to photograph things. Most jobs came in as 
a commercial task, if he saw something in it, well he made it his own. Through the late '80s it was quite tough. 
On another matter, it is often said, why didn't Max put people in his photos? When you think about it there are quite 
a few people in a lot of his photos. But the thing about architectural work is that the exposures are often long and 
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you end up with a blur. From what I can remember, if there was a person around who was suitable then that was 
good. If there wasn't, well you couldn't stand there all day so you take the shot and move on to the next. 
He actually said to me that if it was at all possible he would include a person in the picture. 
The important thing is for scale. He actually used people quite beautifully on occasions where he'd have them in 
silhouette against a white shape or the opposite. He was very observant with things like that. 
I pointed out an Ezra Stoller photograph of Ronchamp Chapel to him - with the black robed monk against the 
white rendered wall and he thought that was vety good. 
You can't take photos in that chapel any more I've been there- no photography inside. 
I think the world is becoming more and more restrictive tor the architectural photographer. 
Definitely. Difficult to get into buildings and just the way the city is more congested with signs and traffic. Very 
difficult really. 
Did we touch on the question of young photographers that Max admired? 
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He liked Grant [Mudford]. He came over a couple of times for lunch. Just off the top of my head I can't think of any 
names in particular. 
Was he not the sort of person, in his later life, to encourage younger people? He obviously supported you. 
I think he wasn't that public in his later years. As much as he didn't try to be public, people were always coming at 
him to be more so. Films were made, people wanted to talk about things, exhibitions, there was always a lot 
happening. He didn't need to chase it at all, and I think he was quite happy to go home at the weekends to be with 
the family. I think there probably was some difficulty with Max's desire to be photographing constantly - that he 
didn't allow time to have significant holidays away. Photography really did take number one position ... everything 
else had to fall into line. But that happens with a lot of careers. Have you talked to Clare Brown at all? Maybe you 
should talk to her before Mrs. Dupain because she is writing his biography. That would be more information on the 
personal level, and history of Max. She had long discussions about influences also- started about four years ago. 
Yes I should make contact with her, Jill mentioned the name. Do you have a set of contact prints of the commercial 
work? 
They are just negatives. 
Is there any such work that could be regarded as exhibition work? For example there is a Dupain shot of the Paris 
Embassy -looking up at the curved wall with whispy clouds. 
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That's a good question. I haven't looked that one up. It would be annoying if that wasn't in our collection. There are 
a lot of those things that are still up in the air ... I take the matter very seriously because the commercial work we are 
holding needs to be accessible to the architects who commissioned the work as well as students and historians. 
My guess is that you are respqnsible for the most significant collection of 20th century architectural photographs in 
Australia. 
John Gollings and David Moore would have very significant collections of work too. But yes, it is very important to 
make it more publicly accessible. I feel it's a service that I can provide and I'm going to try too. There is a lot of history 
of Sydney there that needs to be exposed. It's worthy of a grant. It needs an architect to examine the job bags to 
identify things more precisely. 
That sounds like a full time job for several years. 
The first thing to do is get the computer filing system organised and then you can bring the numbers of job bags to 
be viewed down. 
Eric, let's call it a wrap at this point, I'm very appreciative of your time and detailed answers. I think you'll enjoy 
reading the result. Cheers. 
End. 
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Wolfgang Sievers interviewed by Adrian Boddy, 
Sandringham Melbourne, January 1992. 
Is it correct that Erich Mendelsohn was the first architect you worked with as a photographer? 
Yes, but far more importantly, he was the first architect to explain to me what modern architecture was about. Of 
course I was working in a Bauhaus School [The Contempora School of Applied Arts in Berlin] but Mendelsohn 
really gave me the feeling for it in 1937. Do you know what this is by the way? (pointing to a photograph of the 
Einstein Tower, Potsdam 1919-21; the canonical building of Expressionist architecture). It is music he heard, 
transposed into architecture. I have a book where he explains that he listens to Bach and then (literally) translated 
his inner response into architecture. 
He also explained to me how one should approach modern architecture. There was a [new] building he wanted me 
to photograph in Berlin. I'll never forget... we stood there ... it was on the Potsdamer Platz ... and I looked at his just 
completed 'Columbus House'. It had marvellous curves. I just stood there bereft of any knowledge as to what to do 
because I was used to photographing nineteenth century neo-classical architecture for my father's book on the 
great architect Karl Friedrich Schinkel. This was something entirely different. I asked what does one do with this? 
He said you don't do anything. You must develop a feeling of excitement for the architecture and then photograph 
whatever you feel. If you don't get excited about it, if you can't understand what this is really about, don't do it. 
Don't undertake the photography of modern architecture. 
The reason why I almost stopped taking architectural photographs in Australia [by the early 70's] was that I got so 
bored with their lack of original inspiration and new ideas. The last architectural photography I did was the B.H.P. 
building by Yunken Freeman. Two things had happened to help me make that decision: 
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Number one, I knew that most of these buildings were more or less designed from Chicago by Skidmore Owings 
Merrill. The local firm were only supervising. It made me sick to think how little original thought there was. The same 
goes for the I .M. Pei building at 55 Collins St. 
Number two ... I walked inside to photograph the interiors and suddenly it hit me ... I can do this in my sleep, they 
are all the same ... maybe the flower pots are in a different place ... but there was nothing new. 
But, you know, [pointing back to Mendelsohn's work] these are the things that inspired me ... particularly because I 
love music and the way he transformed it into architecture. My father was a good friend of Mendelsohn who had a 
beautiful daughter called Esther with whom I almost fell in love. It was one of those distance love affairs. I often went 
to what I consider to be the most beautiful house he built, in a forest with a view over lakes near Berlin. There I saw a 
real architect's creation. Everything was designed including the selection of glasses, the table-cloth, the 
cutlery ... total design. The house had big windows that he could let down below the floor ... they disappeared ... 
which at the time was a radical thing to do. You walked straight out with no columns to obstruct the wonderful views. 
So that's the man who taught me about modern architecture. 
Did you meet Moholy Nagy? 
Yes I met him, but we didn't know one another. He was part of the Dessau Bauhaus; but I studied and later taught at 
the Contempora School of Applied Arts in Berlin. This school was merely a small branch that surreptitiously started 
in Berlin. The real Bauhaus had already been closed by the Nazis very soon after they came to power in 1933. 
My father had a strong and determined personality and made me work for the privilege of going to Art School. That 
meant I had to take many architectural photographs of neo-classical buildings for his book on the work of the 
architect Karl Friedrich Schinkel. 
My father was horrified that I had risked returning to Germany in 1936. I stayed at the school for two years as a 
second and then first assistant, and then teacher. The school was marvellous because the students were anti-Nazi 
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Germans, German Jews and foreigners. There was a wonderful woman, the daughter of an admiral, yet she 
couldn't stand the Nazis. Very interesting. We had high court judges who were unable to use their qualifications 
and had to acquire a new profession that would enable them to earn a living after their emigration. That made a 
marvellous mixture of interesting people. 
Our photography teacher at the Contempora was oddly enough, not a Bauhaus man. 
But I think you brought "the Wew Objectivity' of the Bauhaus with you first-hand, to Australia. For instance the 
lighting and compositional quality of your image in 1939 for the Bryant and May match manufacturers. 
Yes, I was also influenced by working with my father, Prof Dr Johannes Sievers who, as art adviser at the foreign 
office worked with many people who had new ideas. 
There was (also) a marvellous German magazine called The Form- dealing with industrial and applied designs .... 
[comment prompted by looking at an illustration of light fittings pp. 184-5 "Photography at the Bauhaus']. You can 
always question the beginnings of these ideas but the Bauhaus was certainly where a lot of it started. So whatever I 
did at that time I would have been influenced by those ideas, most likely to this day. 
Is there a great deal of control required to set up an image such as that of 'Manufacture of Matches at Bryant and 
May, Melbourne' -1939. 
Those industrial shots of the 50's and 60's often required about ten hours work at night with previous visits to 
determine the set-up. The payment was pitiful. Later on I used 5"x4" cameras and then the much faster to operate 
21/4"x21/4" cameras. 
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I used to go through an oil refinery, for example the Sulphuric Acid Plant-E.Z. Industries series, at Risdon, Hobart in 
1959 and spend the whole day just having a look at it. To me that was marvellous architecture- found, in this 
case, within industry. The Altona Oil Refinery series (1955) was all 5"x4" work ... slow and painstaking. But much of 
it, to me, architecture in its purest form. 
Max Dupain has largely stayed with 5"x4", I don't think he ever used 35 mm professionally. 
There's another difference too. I've used colour whenever colour is important as a design element. Let me show 
you some black and white architectural photographs that I think are interesting: 
This is Peter Mclntyres house ... (the A-framed structure at Kew) ... beautiful... how a young architect who hated his 
fathers pub renovations had such good ideas. 
Would you approach this architecture using Mendelsohn's principles of simply responding to the feeling of the 
work? 
As far as possible, definitely. Just like this Roy Grounds house ... a very audacious thing, rarely published. To span 
a valley with a truss! I think the work of Fredrich Romberg is very important indeed and undervalued. Have you ever 
talked to him? He is very interesting - [referring to the Newburn Flats, Stanhill and Hillstan, in South Melbourne, 
Romberg and Shaw, 1939, p. 153, Donald Johnson, "Australian Architecture 1901-51 Sources of Modernism"]. 
The Reid House [1968 by David McGlashan] is also important. The internal stair has been altered because the 
public goes in there now and you have to have a bloody railing. They did that too at the Sydney Opera house- as 
if the Greeks and Romans would have had handrails to go up to their temples! 
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I think that's a good photograph [referring to an interior of the Shell Building]- which I would show if the choice of 
images for an exhibition was mine. 
That to me - referring to the 'Stanvac Refinery, Altona, Victoria' 1955, is pure architecture! That's why I did it... and 
also 'The Gears for Mining Industry', Vickers Ruwolt, Burnley Melbourne, 1967. The main thing for me at that time, 
was Australian industry. It was the only place where you could find good design. There was a bit of domestic 
architecture and some of it was quite good but very conservative- I'm talking about before the war. Robin Boyd 
and Roy Grounds had just started, there was Roy Simpson, he did a nice building in South Yarra. One of the first 
jobs I did was for the National Bank on the corner of Collins and William Street - it's still there. There was 
scaffolding and I was to photograph a sculpture -what I saw was a copy (pastiche) of the Nazi eagle. This was 
practically the same thing except it was a man. I said : what's going on here- that was the standard [of design]: 
they had copied Albert Speer's architecture - and he designed for Hitler. 
We were talking before about Max Dupain's reluctance to use colour- how did you master the technology of 
colour-balance, film types etc.? 
My attitude toward colour is terribly simple and Max will perhaps never understand [accept] that colour is sometimes 
essential to the design. The best colour photographs that I have taken could never have been done in black and 
white. Its true that others are in colour simply because the client wanted it - and it could equally have been 
produced in black and white. To say it another way, one has to have the feeling that it can only be photographed in 
colour. My system relies on experience and the realisation that the simplest things are the best ones. This aerial 
photograph of the Hamersley Ranges taken in 1975 is one of the very few that contradicts what I just said.- I took 
it accidentally on the wrong film. Our light plane flew along the ranges and I shot quickly and this was the result. Its 
the tungsten film that gives the odd effect- its all "wrong"- but its very strong. 
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The time before dawn and sunset, the French Impressionists called it "I' heure bleue"- 'the blue hour' between 
daylight and darkness is fascinating. The 'Travelling Stacker Working on the Bauxite Stockpile', Weipa' in 1971 is 
one such photograph; there was one spotlight so that the operator could see where the ore was dropping and a 
couple of others, so I had to wait for the moment when the dawn and the spot lights were compatible. Three or four 
times I had to be on the site well before 4 a.m. until I succeeded. 
Then, referring to #74 'Mining Nickel, Point Nepean Mine, W.A.', 1973- the clients wanted to idealise nickel and 
make it look glamorous. When I got down there it was a grey boring mess - it could have been anything. In my 
ignorance I had assumed the ore to be a brilliant green. I thought what I have to do is colour it myself- and I did 
with green and red colour foils and quartz lights. I think that this is where colour comes into its own. 
In your exhibition you wrote about the dilemma you had in idea/ising industry such as mining- which is not always 
environmentally responsible. Did you have a similar moral problem with modern architecture? Were you ever asked 
to glamorise work which was not? 
No. It might be more interesting if I said I had moral doubts but I can't say that. The only exception was the new 
Parliament House in Canberra and I'll tell you about it (later). Normally if I was commissioned to photograph a 
building I simply did it. But after some years the experience of doing architectural photography got worse and 
worse. You know Yunken Freeman's own building? When I was asked to photograph it I thought- I've seen this 
before- not only once but twice! One in Mexico and another in Berlin. The one in Berlin, by the way, was the New 
Museum by Mies van der Rohe. My father, who knew Mies very well always called him "der miese Rohe", In 
German, 'mies' means mean, miserable, and 'Rohe' means crude, and that's exactly what he was: mean and crude. 
Just the opposite to Alvar Aalto. To me Aalto was entirely different. I lived in Finland for six months and met him in 
Helsinki. He was also a very crude and straight forward sort of man - as a lot of great people are. But he did it the 
other way - instead of objecting to unique design like Mies, Aalto designed almost everything for every new job. I 
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photographed a building called the Copper House in Helsinki and there were two things that I remembered. He 
worked on the principle of designing light fittings for this building and he had a legal possibility afterwards to pass 
the designs on to industry which would then mass produce it. The other was a sign in the courtyard of that building 
from where one could see shops on various levels. Aalto suddenly noticed the sign outside a shop -advertising 
ice-cream or coke-a-cola, ... he went red in the face with rage and tore the thing down: "No-one is allowed to do 
anything here that I haven't approved". Marvellous. That is what architecture really is about- pure design. 
But to return to the new Parliament House. I had no doubts about photographing architecture no matter how good 
or bad it was, because it didn't damage the environment - different to industry. With architecture the only 
exception to me is Parliament House [Canberra] -that was when Max Dupain, David Moore, John Gollings, and 
myself [and Michael Nicholson] were asked to produce photographic essays on the building. I would have loved to 
photograph its construction - before it was all messed up. One could have photographed the handling of the 
materials, the craftsmen, and the workers. That's what I would have liked to do. 
Anyway after we had been through the whole building we were standing near a window and there were all these 
modern shapes but I suddenly saw a roof of a Chinese temple- what the f ... is that doing there! That really was the 
end. The centre courtyard has a pool so stupidly designed that you could easily fall in or break your leg - now it's 
cordoned off with a bit of rope! And it culminates with the beautiful tapestry in the banquet hall with the bloody 
doors cut into it! What about the entry hall where maybe they ran out of money and the marble only goes half way 
up [the columns]? It's unbelievable! Even the stair case is pinched straight from the Italians- the only difference is 
that in Italy it would be twice as wide! And on the floor above there were cheap signs that looked as if they were 
from the Royal Agricultural Show!... I personally think it is a disgrace and refused the assignment. I did so because it 
was not an ordinary job, but meant to be in praise of what was supposed to be Australia's most important 
government building 
I have been in Paris several times and you see many examples of great modern architecture and its fabulous. That's 
what Mendelsohn said to me- you've got to feel - "my god, what's happening here!" The pyramid in the Louvre 
is a masterpiece. 
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La Defence also - [referring to recent photographs taken of La Grande Arche complex]. I have not lost my 
enthusiasm for architecture. It can be wonderful and one of man's greatest achievements. 
To return to Australia again- which architectural firms did you principally work for? 
First there was Fred Romberg - I mentioned the Queen Street and Stanhill apartments that are still there -
Mendelsohn would have liked them! 
Buchan Laird and Buchan who did some interesting industrial architecture particularly in Geelong. 
Bates Smart and McCutcheon; Yunken Freeman of course who did amongst other things the Meyer Music Bowl 
canopy ; Roy Grounds and Robin Boyd. - Roy Grounds' early apartment buildings were really good. Robin Boyd 
was in my opinion far more important as a writer [The Australian Ugliness etc] than as an architect. 
I think we have covered a lot of ground but I had a note here about the Contempora School. Would it be true that 
you were the person to bring, first hand, Bauhaus principles of photography to Australia? 
Yes- but by accident. It could have been just as well someone else. When I first came to Australia the first person 
I could really talk to was Max Dupain - because I thought there was a rapport. The other one, though in a lesser 
sense was Athol Shmith in Melbourne. 
There was a terribly funny headline in The Sydney Morning Herald the other day (referring to the Sievers exhibition 
at the Art Gallery of N.S.W.- it says .... "refugee awakens sleeping giant"- I still don't know who the sleeping giant 
is! The best crit' was written by Greg Neville. 
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In your exhibition, were you happy with all the architectural photographs? 
No. I wouldn't use the Brunt House of Peter Mclntyres (1959) - his own house on the river is much more exciting. 
But Professor Benjamin's House by Alex Jalinek and the Heide House by David McGlashan- yes. 
There is a sculptural quality about the photograph "Two Buildings - Melbourne 1960". 
But that's the photographers eye- nothing else, not the buildings -they are quite uninspiring. 
So the photographer can glamorise? 
Of course! 
End. 
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Media Interviews 
Carolyn Jones interview with Max Dupain 
ABC Radio National, •The Search for Meaning• Series No. 183. 
Transcript, Adrian Boddy. 
"Three things matter to me as far as photography is concerned: light, optics and the chemical follow up-
but light is the vital part. I adore it." 
Max Dupain 
In the Winter of 1992 Max Dupain died. In this addition of "The Search For Meaning" a tribute to the eminent 
photographer who has given us an invaluable pictorial history of the Australian Way. 
Max Dupain was born in 1911, took his first pictures with a Box Brownie camera and spent a lifetime creating 
eloquent, classic, decisive moments of Australian life. From views of a city street-life almost forgotten, with its trams 
and barrow stalls, to the classic beach pictures, landscapes, nudes, elegant architectural studies, moving 
photographs of his wife Diana and children. Pictures of the flowers and trees in his wild garden and his 
photographs of the home front in war time are intensely evocative for anyone of my generation or older. His incisive 
portraits range from homeless men dossing in the park - to great sports people and his own colleagues like Bill 
Dobell, Russell Drysdale, LLoyd Rees, Norman Lindsay, Eleanor Dark and Francis Lymburner. He chose to focus 
on this country always rather than to pursue fame overseas. Where people were concerned, he thought and 
worked principally in a context of European rather than aboriginal Australia. 
In January 1992 he was made a Companion in the General Division of the Order of Australia for his services to the 
visual arts. The best thing about that, he said, was the response from so many hitherto unknown friends who wrote 
to say that they had been grateful for his work over the years. Critic and fellow photographer Robert McFarlane says 
that Max Dupain had a ferocious commitment that was almost painful to watch, that his was the career by which 
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everyone else would be measured. Jill White, his assistant for over 30 years says her time with him was a learning 
process from beginning to end. He'd always had the reputation for being forthright, demanding, a bit short 
tempered, hating to waste time, self deprecating, honest enough to admit that he'd never been all that fond of 
people. That he had been full of self doubt all his life, but smothered it up by being productive. He was a master 
craftsman who combined an artistic sensibility with technical expertise. He remained devoted always to the dramatic 
black and white image ... "that's where the depth is he said, "the meat" and he had some disdain for the mass-
produced prevailing taste for glossy colour. A few months ago I invited him to make a film with me; my researcher, 
Louisa Ring had suggested that we shoot it in black and white and Max was so enthusiastic about the idea. Well the 
film was not to be, but fortunately we had earlier recorded a conversation for radio which we can hear now, together 
with part of a profile from the A. B. C. Arts Unit. 
Perhaps the most famous of all his pictures is 'The Sunbaker' and we began our talk with Max recalling the sunny 
day at the beach in 1937 when he took this photograph which was to become an icon of Australia. 
That was a chance thing, there's a lot of luck in photography, a tremendous amount of luck, but it did occur to be a 
lucky shot originally. We just happened to be camping down on the south coast, a group of us and Hal came out of 
the surf all glistening with sparkling salt water and flopped down on the sand, and I took a few pictures. Now it was 
not until Ure Smith published the Max Dupain photographs in 1948, twelve years after the event, that it became 
recognised. And then it became more recognised later on at retrospective exhibitions and further publications. But 
I was leading up to the point that when a photograph is made this is just the beginning. It is a pretty basic and vital 
beginning but all sorts of things happen between it and when it is put on a wall or in a book. A lot of that is in the 
processing and the marvellous vital part of printing. 
Could you reflect for example on a wonderful picture you have done of some nuns, I can't remember which year it 
was exactly, but it was some time ago because they are still wearing the black habits and they are on the beach. 
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Mm. Nuns on Newport Beach. I can still recall that very well. That's another example of luck in photography. It was 
done in the 1940's, I think, after the war. I used to work with an old Rolliflex in those days and I used to carry it 
everywhere but that was the thing to do. I was on Newport Beach sunbaking, and along strolled these nuns, they 
had a house just up on the hill which apparently belonged to the Catholic Church and groups of them used to go 
there in retreat and I think these nuns were just strolling along the beach back up to the house and I just saw it. You 
knew. Bang. If you notice the marvellous distribution of the hands in that group, how beautifully related they are 
and spaced. Pure luck. 
Was it? 
Yes, I'd say so. 
Or waiting for the moment when the hands were, as it were ... 
Unless there's some subconscious element that's crept into it and sort of forced the issue at the last second 
(laughs). 
Well is there? 
I don't know- I don't know. The same thing happened with 'The Meat Queue'. I was doing a story on queues in 
Sydney after the War, they were still queuing up for everything. And I must have taken half a dozen or a dozen 
pictures before that one happened and it was an architectural viewpoint, square on, square elevation and 
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suddenly one of these women broke the queue. She'd been waiting long enough and had it apparently, and that 
caused a bit of consternation with the person next door and you can see that, trace that in their expressions very 
clearly, and the others are just lucky characters who happened to be there at that particular moment, god bless 'em 
(laughs). 
I'd like to know if you have felt compelled to make photographs. 
Yes (laughs). I think that I had to do it, and I still have to do it, it's stressing the individual who I'm terribly keen about. I 
think it's a reaction against what photography is becoming. It's becoming an automatic procedure, you see this in 
colour photography very very much. You see it in motion pictures, you see it in magazine illustrations, everywhere. 
And I think that is one of the reasons that I'm so adamant about black and white photography, which is still an 
individual process. It doesn't involve the automatic syndrome. 
I wonder if there are events in your childhood or in your growing up, or characteristics of how that time was, that 
have been influential for you in the work that you would choose to do or in the person you are now. 
Mm. One of the incidents that I remember very clearly was in my childhood when I was sitting for my intermediate 
examination. I had a dear great grandmother and she was a Scot and she took a great interest in me. One day she 
said to me, what sort of camera are you going to get to start your work. I told her. She said how much is it- I said I 
think it's seven pounds ten. She said I'm going to give you that money, but not yet, we'll wait till your examinations 
are over. But the fatal thing was that she gave me the money on the morning of the last examination which 
happened to be French. I knew as soon as that examination was finished I was going in a direct line to Kodak 
(laughs). To cut a long story short I didn't pass the French. 
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But, that was the beginning of my serious work that I endeavoured to start on in photography. 
Have you lived by a certain set of rules, or belief system or religion, or faith or philosophy that you would speak 
about? 
Not in the orthodox sense. My father was a rationalist and I was brought up to believe that reason was the uttermost 
criterion of anybody's mind and life. I've sort of carried this through. I'm well aware that it is from the abstract things in 
life that one receives the greatest satisfaction! I think achievement, in itself, is a source of tremendous satisfaction 
- much more so than the acquisition of material assets. All the vital bids of life are pretty bound up with thought. It's 
in the mind - an awful lot of it. This is hard to explain, hard to clarify, but I just feel very deeply about that and I 
intend to pursue those thoughts and that way of life. All I can say is, as far as I'm concerned, I don't wish to acquire a 
lot of material things- I would rather listen to music, look at pictures, take photographs and all the related things to 
those activities to make my life at least a fairly full one. 
Max Dupain wrote there is only a handful of beloved artists whose work illuminates the little scenario of my life 's 
endeavours in photography. Great creative minds whose work I hold so dearly to be the finest of all man's gifts to 
civilisation. The list included Beethoven of whom Dupain wrote: his clarity of thought and execution I have loved 
and sworn by and in a humble way endeavour to emulate in my own work. He always vowed he composed from the 
head in preference to the heart. But inspite of himself the fusion is magnificently achieved. Dupain also admired 
the Welsh poet Lewellyn Powys, whose book 'Impassioned Clay' was his bible he said. A poetic interpretation of 
human life on earth which concludes by saying "nothing matters". Is this what Dupain himself thought? How did he 
define 'purpose' in life? 
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I don't believe there is any. I don't belief there is a purpose in life- except the survival reflex. 
Is that what all your photographs have been about?- the survival reflex! 
Well that could well be but the situation out there in the cosmos is so complicated and so unknowable that it's 
terribly difficult to say that life has any particular purpose whatsoever. 
Perhaps I should say where have you found most meaning in life? Where do you find that meaning? 
I think the purpose or meaning in life is only a personal thing. 
That's what I'm wondering - what your personal view of it is. 
But you know that's so short term. 
It's still interesting to hear. 
It doesn't mean a thing in relation to the solar system for instance, we're just nothing! What's it all about? I see no 
reason in all that, and I s'pose man calculates his own entity in terms of reason. I have always tried to do that. But 
without knowledge, without information and evidence, you're pretty hard put to go beyond yourself. 
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Have you any sense of god Max or any sense of a life or reality after this one? 
No - no. I see no reason for it. What would be the reason for a life after death apart from perpetuating what you 
already got. 
What do you think, then of those who really build a whole way of life on a belief in god and a faith in god which 
seems to inform everything that they do? 
All right, I think that's an illusion. If they have to live on an illusion that's their business. But when you think of the 
quadrillions of people that have died since the history of man began, and not one has come back to say what 
happened here and there and so forth. I think if we need evidence we need that, and we are not getting it 
(laughs). 
Have you ever felt lonely in the course of your life? 
Oh yes, of course. I think loneliness is also a mind-state. And I think that it is a necessary experience. I think if you 
haven't experienced loneliness then there is something missing in your make-up. 
Has it been necessary for you in your work do you think? 
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Possibly. I need solitude quite a bit and that does happen in photography - it happens in the print room as I 
mentioned earlier. There is a situation where you just have to think and it's a situation where interruption is minimal. 
That's one of the grating things that I find in life today -with the tempo of life today, interruption seems to be in 
direct proportion -the more indulgent we are the more interruptions we get. 
Has your need for solitude ever made it difficult for you to be in relationships with other people? 
Yes, sure, my wife particularly (laughs). She is a very gregarious person and likes lots of conversation and so forth. 
So do I to a certain extent and in the right place. But I'm more interested in doing than talking about it. This is just a 
characteristic I suppose, that has to be withstood by other people and hopefully understood by them - which it is, 
mostly. 
Can I explore a little bit further the rational view that I think you have of the world and our life, by asking you what is 
the place of love in our lives? Love for each other as human beings- does that loom in your picture of what this life 
is about? 
Yes, tremendously. Underneath all of this I understand perfectly that the Christian principle is a pretty marvellous 
one, but, in some respects it is so high in demand that man just can't do it! He can't love his neighbour like himself 
generally speaking. Individuals do, but as a race man just can't do it. Beyond his capacity! 
He can aspire to do it? 
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Sure, sure. 
He can try to do it? 
He's been doing that for god knows how long - 2000 years. 
I'm talking to Max Oupain - what happened to you when you first saw the original paintings of the French 
Impressionists in Paris? 
Yes, I'll never forget that. We'd seen them all in books of course in reproductions galore. I was virtually brought up 
on the Impressionists like most of my generation. To see them in real life was quite a marvellous experience. 
What was that experience, what was it that you saw or realised? 
Clarity. A clarity of expression. A clarity of thought to start with, and following through with a clarity of expression. 
They were a revolt against what was known as the brown gravy of the period before that. They discovered light! 
And helped you to discover light in a new way? 
In a sense they did because light is the vital statistic of photography. Without that you are up the spout. 
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Where did the phrase "the divinity of light" come from -I can't think but you have used it in your own writing about 
photography. Does that mean a lot to you? 
Yes, I think that embraces the reality with the intangible (laughs). 
Three things matter to me as far as photography is concerned. Light, optics and the chemical follow up. But light is 
the vital part. I adore it. I think that is my major stimulus when I'm out with a camera off my own bat- the observation 
of light on various objects. I've started to realise now that you do develop capabilities by the virtue of time and 
practice. I'm observing a lot more now in life than I did 20 years ago. It is the same with light. I'm watching light -
observing it much more closely than I did before -to see what it does, to see how it reflects off a subject - a rock 
or a tree or a person- whatever. To me this is so vital as far as my work is concerned- very little else matters. 
In what do you most have faith? 
I guess myself. (laughs). 
What do you hope happens when we look at images made by Max Dupain? Does it matter to you what the beholder 
thinks? 
Mm. I think we all like praise- to some extent. 
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So I might say to you that is a beautiful photograph, but do you also hope that there will have been some other 
response? I mean, what do you hope the beholder might gain? 
Richness - emotional richness. Maybe stimulation to thought. It just depends who that person is - each person 
will have a different reaction. 
It's estimated that he may have taken about a million pictures. It would be difficult to evaluate the full extent of Max 
Dupain's influence on our way of thinking about ourselves and looking at the world. To take just one example, I'm 
struck by his Sydney Harbour scene of 1937 taken from the south pylon of the Harbour Bridge on a still autumn 
evening. An exposure duration of about fifteen minutes allowed the ferry lights to register and trail their travel paths 
across the film. It is surely a forerunner to the painting which would later come from Brett Whitely to enhance my 
way of seeing the harbour ever after. In 1987, Viking Penguin published a collection called 'Max Dupain's Australia' 
which gathered the photographer's own selection from half a centuries work and an introductory essay which tells 
of the people who've influenced him and contains some funny stories as well of the technical crudities of taking 
photos in the 1930's. 
On one memorable occasion he was sent out by his employer Cecil Bostok to an important dinner. To get enough 
light on the scene he used flash powder made of grey magnesium mixed with minute particles of clay to weigh it 
down. When he set light to it there was a muffled roar. But he got his picture and was able to pack up and get out 
before the pale white cloud hanging in the air settled on the lemon meringue pie sitting in front of the startled 
diners. Max was a pacifist but during the [2nd World] War he joined a camouflage unit to give Australian troops 
better protection. Like his colleague David Moore he had a hankering for architecture, but maths and physics were 
his undoing. So he ended up photographing it brilliantly instead. Interestingly enough it was Norman Lindsay's 
writing rather than his painting which stimulated Max Dupain in a constant revolt against the status quo. 
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In 1987 Andrew McCiennan of the ABC Arts Unit looked through the pages of "Max Dupain's Australia" with the 
photographer and talked with him about his work.: 
'Tram Abstraction' c 1930's. 
Exposed mid morning from the T&G Building in Park Street Sydney. This photograph was taken into the light 
which reflects into the steel rails to form a geometric pattern. 
'Little Girl in a Thunder Storm' c 1950's. 
This evolved from a professional assignment to photograph a client's children. During the session a sudden storm 
blew up with thunder and lightning followed by a rainbow. The child was perplexed and anxious and I managed to 
catch her that way. 
'Coolah Landscape' 1959. 
Very often viewing a scene from a car is deceptive. When one parks the car and investigates the subject there is for 
some unknown reason a break down of the imagery. This however is an exceptional case. I was taught at art school 
that the foreground is the most important part of the picture. The strong silhouette of the tramp and the shadow 
cast by low raking light lends acute perspective and pictorial importance to this otherwise solitary landscape. 
'Lower Portland' 1931 
The tranquil water on the tributary of the Hawksbury River has a therapeutic effect. Both this photograph and the 
one on the previous page were taken with primitive equipment in the shape of a vest pocket Kodak. When they 
were enlarged, the enlarger was also primitive enough to burn a gas mantle as the light source. 
'The Jetty, Silver Beach NSW' 1952. 
I was all set to photograph this jetty near Kurnell for fun, because of its steep perspective and silhouette appeal of 
the little shed at the end, when in walked this little girl with a barrow and made my day. 
Max Oupain's Australia, what does that actually mean? 
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It suggests a lot of things, a tourist guide to start with but its not that. Its a personal experience in a graphic medium 
- photography in many parts of Australia. Its a reflection of my feelings and my sentiments when I was present in 
these various places. 
You say in the book that many of them appear to be quite serene - that they have a serene quality about them. 
They don't have a great deal of angst about them it seems to me too. 
That's probably true. I didn't realise this until this collection came about. There's no great suffering in Australia 
generally speaking. We've had depressions certainly and some of the off-shoots of the '30s depression that I went 
through are recorded in this book. But when you think of Europe and what has happened there over hundreds of 
years and the beating the place has taken, not only the people but the land itself. Compare it with Australia and 
you've got to count suffering out! The book reflects that. It also reflects my sentiments. I have lived a serene life in 
Australia, as an Australian, and I'm very proud and thankful for it. 
'Little Aussie' 1942. 
I saw him by a railway crossing - he was watching for the odd train and opening the gates for the cars to cross the 
line. He stayed that way while I stopped the car, got out and took his picture. 
'Domain Dosser' 1938. 
This character was genuine. He'd slept the night under the rocks with scant clothing. He managed to raise a 
toothless smile at the invitation to be photographed. 
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In some of your early pictures of people there is a tendency in those photographs it seems to me to see quite a 
relaxed face as well. Once again you haven't gone for any angst or anguish. 
It could be that this is just the Australian attitude. They are not terribly worried about much - generally speaking. I 
think it's an insensitivity. We are not a highly civilised race. It's another hundred years or so, two hundred years, 
before you could make comparisons with the European concept of life. It's time, that's what we need. It's like the 
architects who are striving consciously to create an Australian architecture. I don't think you can do that, I think this 
striving is part of the procedure that will ultimately bring about an Australian characteristic in architecture but you 
can't do it as consciously as that. Time is the only thing that will bring it about. 
'Moonlight, Circular Quay' c. 1947. 
Light has always had a fascination for me and is a major seducer- day and night. In this picture I'm shooting into 
the light which silhouettes and automatically simplifies the total form of all objects involved. 
At the same time when you were photographing back then you also started photographing industry and buildings. 
Particularly the silos- quite an early photograph of Australian industry if that's what you'd call it. 
This was not so much a typifying record of a way of life in Sydney but more as a reaction against the Pictorial Form 
which was the school of photography that I was brought up in. Pictorialism it was called, and it stemmed from 
England. It was a very highly organised set of photographic principles that were exhibited throughout the world all 
the year round. It was a revolt against this, and I remember reading a story by a very famous critic Lincoln Kirstein, 
way back, when he eulogised the observance of the machine form which was just coming into being in Australia 
then. I felt very sympathetic in that respect and it took me off this sentimental pictorial stretch and I became very 
interested in the machine form as Lincoln Kirstein cited it. And I still am. It has overlapped into architecture which 
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also is becoming more of a machined product with precast concrete sections and so many bits and pieces that 
belong to a building being made in the factory and installed at the appropriate time. This to me is just an extension 
of the belief that began to emerge in my work in the 1930s. 
'Hardboard Factory, Tumut, N.S.W.' 1977. 
Industrial form is just a fascinating subject. The camera has an affinity with the machine and machine made 
products. A product of the twentieth century, the camera is a machined instrument like any other- for making 
pictures. 
That is a typical example of mechanical shape and form. What it brings you to eventually is that form is the only thing 
that matters. Whether it is abstract form, concrete form, steel or whatever. I'm pursuing that at the moment in a long 
sequence of events which deal with the inanimate object. 
'EI Alemein Fountain, Kings Cross' 1968. 
A machine made interpretation of the dandelion. A brilliant idea designed and executed with consummate skill by 
Robert Woodward. I photographed it at night because the artificial illumination gives maximum reflection from the 
steel stamens which are not as obvious in daylight. 
The flower form, the shell form, all have wonderful engineering potentials that apply to architecture. There is such a 
sympathetic flow between the two subject materials that it's becoming something that I have to work out of my 
system and it'll probably take some years yet - before we get over this period and then we might get back into 
people which are a forgotten element at this stage. 
'Grafton Jacaranda Festival' c. 1950s. 
I am inevitably seduced by black, and these silhouettes of old ladies with the whimsical elderly character in the 
foreground just had to be photographed. The focal point of course is the craggy hand grasping the bag. 
Composition to me is just a common sense arrangement of form. So that when this arrangement is looked at on 
a piece of photographic paper it's easy to look at. In other words there are no conflictions to upset the eye-
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visually you go straight at it. It welcomes you rather than vice versa. If you have a disorientated composition it's 
difficult to look at- it repels you visually. But if it is well composed it's a simple issue. A lot of contemporary stuff 
disregards this. Photographers have involved themselves in complexities, they don't understand composition and 
it's necessary for the viewer to fight their way through all these impediments before they are able to assimilate the 
picture. I don't think that the viewer should have to go to a wall and fight to find out what it's all about. I think the wall 
should come to the viewer. 
'McCarrs Creek, Sydney' c.1970s. 
I prize this shot as one of my best exhibition pieces. A tiny portion of desolated land, my interpretation has 
converted it to a mysterious setting by virtue if the black overtones and fragments of scattered highlights. 
I think when you take form away from photography you minimise its capacity. I think it feeds on form To me it's 
terribly important- extremely important. 
'Ayers Rock', 1985. 
An unforgettable experience is to move in close to this vast monolith and sense the intense drama. This low view 
increases the elevation and the form is accentuated by the slashing light raking the textures. 
Photography has a way of setting images, the images if you like of a place. 
The popular point of view for this monolith (Ayers Rock) is from a podium that has been built- it stands off the rock 
and if you want photographs like everybody else has made in the past 5 or 6 years then you go to this place and 
just take it - and there it is, as red as you like with a blue sky behind it and a lot of spinifex and scrubby stuff up 
front (laughs) -and there it is ... but you have to wander round it and get up close to it- see the wonderful 
textures and wonderful broken up forms that belong to it, to really appreciate it. It is a wonder- there's no doubt 
about it. A marvellous thing and this particular shot is taken from, where, it would be the north east point looking 
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back. It was lit with a raking light at the time with a dead old tree running right up the middle of it and it looked very 
very dramatic indeed and I photographed it that way. Trying to capture some of the elevation - it's a huge thing 
when you look up at it. Well that's just my idea of it- it's not like all the others and it's in black and white. I found 
when I printed it first of all it was quite refreshing to see Ayers Rock in black and white instead of the god awful red 
that you see generally. 
'At the Show' 1960. 
Most photographers were inspired by Cartier Bresson's dictum about the decisive moment and about his 
fascination for life more than photography. This is one of my decisive moments. The purpose of the long stick of 
rolled up newspaper carried by the man on the right remains a mystery. 
'Curious Boy' c. 1970s. 
Belgian photographer Leonard Misonne once stated 'the subject is nothing - the light is everything. In this 
photograph the light from the horizon moving into the dark sky of northern Queensland and the boy slashed with 
low level light while investigating the mechanical complexities of a farm implement could not be passed over. 
'At Newport' 1952. 
I made several rapid exposures of this scene as the lad began to climb out of the baths. I wound up with this linear, 
sculptural form -the luck of anticipation! 
How does one go about looking at a vety complicated, mobile, moving situation? 
When you have been dealing in situations with moving objects for years you develop this wonderful ability to seize 
on a moment in movement and shoot it. You wouldn't only shoot it once if you were doing a series of pictures 
which you would probably have to do, you would probably use an automatic camera (motor drive) and just let it rip 
-as fashion photographers do in the studio. Just keep on taking automatically one per second and make a choice 
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later on of what picture is considered best of all. That's one way of doing it but I would go for the alacrity of the eye 
and trust my own judgement rather than that of the camera. 
This is a point that I'm inclined to labour a bit- the human factor in photography. But the human factor again, in my 
estimation is the important link between the photographer and his subject. It can be a terribly and boringly abstract 
relationship. I don't want that, I want a human relationship between myself and my subject. And I want it to be there 
on the print, with no mistake. This occurs right from the beginning, you are thinking about the subject and you're 
believing that what you are going to do with the camera to the subject is what matters. It's in the mind and I can't 
over stress that, from my point of view, without that, photography is meaningless. 
What are you most looking forward to now? 
A holiday (laughs). 
Are you tired? 
Yes, the work that I'm doing is very concentrated and rather debilitating in some instances, but, when you have the 
affinity for it as I have there is no argument. It has just got to be done. I'd like to see the sea again and enjoy the sun 
-just a week that would do. 
Do you think yourself as someone who is in control of your life? 
To a large extent. To a very large extent. I think that has to be, if you really are a fierce individual. 
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So how do you feel about death then? 
I think it's inevitable (laughs). 
Surely (laughs). How do you contemplate it? With fear or acceptance? 
I'm not terribly concerned about it. What concerns me more is that there is so much more to be done before it 
happens (laughs). 
You think though that will be the end of seeing light? 
Yes- yes. I think that's the end of it. And until I have evidence to the contrary I will always think that. 
How do you think you 'd live if you couldn't see any more? 
I've often thought of that one. I think this would be really suffering unless the situation had so deteriorated 
generally within the individual that it wouldn't matter that much. But say right now at this particular stage when you 
feel that in the next few years you are actually going to do something worthwhile, to lose that faculty would be 
terrible -that would be really suffering. 
240 
You are such a strong individualist it seems to me, I wonder if you have ever been attracted to joining anything-
any political party or religion or particular philosophy or other groups of any sort. 
No, I'd rather look at it from the sidelines. 
Have you often felt very joyful? 
Yes, sure I have. When I listen to a Beethoven sonata I feel very joyful (laughs). 
What else has produced a joyful response? 
Oh family for sure. The usual things that a human being involves himself in. Children, grandchildren -they are all 
sources of great elation and enjoyment. 
And joy sometimes in the moment of recognition when you're photographing? 
Oh yes, this comes back to the light bit. I think this is the prime attraction and there is a great elation when you 
see a situation you will turn into subject material very shortly. You can visualise at that moment what it's going to 
look like when you've finished with it. This is a thing that takes a long long time to do. And you follow through with 
that concept in mind. But there certainly is joy and elation in that discovery. Oh you bet there is! 
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What is it that you've enjoyed about the poetry of T.S. Eliot? 
The bare necessities, that was his method of expression if I remember rightly. It was such a revolt at the time of 
writing to the rather romantic and wordy poetry that was being written at the time. Very beautiful stuff, a lot of it of 
course like Rupert Brooke for instance but T.S. Eliot was so to the point, and in a sense photography had a 
relationship there. There was no mucking about - you just got down to it and there it was, in black and white! He 
was on his own wasn't he; there was no other poet of that ilk. He influenced a lot of people but he seemed and still 
seems to stand out as a thorough individual. You lose all these in time. They make a great impression in the first 
instance and they become part of the fabric of your life, of your thinking and your background. 
And people like D. H. Lawrence I think are part of that integration into you, Lewis Mumford ? 
Yes Lawrence particularly, he figured that civilised man had lost his intuitions and his innate capabilities to respond 
to life and to the world generally. He figured that sex was the only thing left. And a lot of his novels are based on 
that motive. Apart from that philosophical basis he had a wonderful sense - very sensitive observation of a 
situation. He was only in Australia for six weeks I think it was, and he wrote his 'Kangaroo' thing - and he could 
have been here for 20 years! He absorbed it intuitively and expressed it that way. But some of the beautiful, 
descriptive passages in Lady Chatterly for instance leave you completely spell-bound. He is speaking to Lady 
Chatterly and saying "the pause of peace in our loving is like a snowdrop of forked white fire" ... now work that out 
(laughs). 
And Rupert Brooke finds his way into your list of favourites. Why Brooke? 
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Sentimental, aren't I? 
Sensitive and so unprepared for life - so beautifully naive. And I suppose I was the same. I felt a kindred subject 
(laughs). 
And Beethoven? What there? 
His wonderful resolve and strength. His forthrightness and command. There are no inhibitions in Beethoven, it's 
there- and you take it or you leave it. 
Max Dupain died in July 1992, the verse of Rupert Brooke which he found especially poignant was this: 
"/ never doubt but somewhere I shall wake and give what's left of love again. And make new friends, 
now strangers. 
But the best I've known stays here and changes, breaks, grows old, is blown about the winds of the 
world and fades from brains of living men and dies. 
Nothing remains". 
But what a legacy we have from Max Oupain. If you fee/like looking at his photographs again, he is represented in 
all the major Australian Galleries and I should think you library must have a copy of "Max Dupain's Australia" 
published in 1987 by Viking. So that's one place to make a start. 
End. 
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Peter Ross Interview with Max Dupain 
A.B.C. Television, •sunday Afternoon with Peter Ross• January 1991. 
Transcript, Adrian Boddy 
My guest today is Max Dupain. Max Dupain is one of Australia's revered artists, the world recognised photographer. 
His views of city life, beaches, - a particular love, and architecture are marked by a wonderful clarity of line and 
sensitivity to light. 
Max Dupain, I noticed a remark in a newspaper article about you which emphasised your 'Australian-ness'; in fact 
they twinned you up with Russell Drysdale I remember. They saw you as kindred spirits - very Australian, and very 
much caught up in this country. Were you never tempted to leave and enjoy the European ambience? 
Yes, I've been tempted, and I fell for it, but it was minimal. I went to Paris,- that was my first overseas trip and I was 
over there to photograph the Australian Embassy for Harry Seidler and I spent a fortnight on my own after that job 
was finished. Now I selected a very small part of Paris and worked it over- I didn't even get to Sacre Ceur. But 
when I got back, and processed the film and made prints it all came flooding back. But yes, I am pro Australian. This 
trip and other trips to Bangkok and other places only reinforced my belief that we have it all here. 
Could you distil what we have here. What is it. 
We have got a way of life that just does not exist any where else that I've been. The tempo of life is much more 
congenial. What I'm more concerned about is what has to be discovered in this country particularly from a 
photographic point of view. I think the potential is enormous and it is just a matter of time that's all. 
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Is it too far fetched for me to say that what Max Dupain is looking for with his photography is a sort of solidity- trying 
to find some sort of order out of where we live. 
You'd be right in saying that and if I could underscore it I would do it this way: my interest in architecture to start 
with, which goes back many years, gave me that appreciation of form and order. Out of that arose a philosophy of 
simplification which I apply whenever I can- particularly in photography. That's the crux of the whole situation. 
You celebrate the physical life that we lead in this country, and, there is about your pictures a tremendous 
nostalgia; the feeling of space and time and a more leisurely time too. That's particularly true of the beach; when 
people go to the beach and take time off. 
Used to! 
Yes, used to. There is a tinge of regret I suspect there. 
Sure, sure. 
Is it that you do regret the passing of that leisure approach that we had? 
Are you referring to the tempo of life - not to the pollution? 
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Well that comes into it too, but the tempo is important. 
Sure, I get very nostalgic about the tempo of the 30's for instance, which was a marvellous period. 
Can we look at some of the pictures which I think, so strongly tell us about how things were - going back some 
decades. That shot at Newport of the swimmers. Can you understand why that makes such a strong appeal? It 
does to me, and it obviously has a vel)' big audience. 
There would be a lot of reasons for that, I think. It's all plain air to start with which is very Australian. From a 
photography point of view it's got this marvellous Adonis figure in the middle of it. He's just leaping out of the baths 
- pure luck. I was standing, waiting with the camera to see what would happen - with this little grouping of 
people, kids. And suddenly this bloke appears - marvellous! 
A ghost from the machine isn't it. It suddenly appears. 
So perfect- this is one of the instances that luck plays in photography- there are other instances later which we 
'II probably see. 
It is the surprising action, is it not, Max, that causes this potential. 
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Yes, sure. What I'd like to say about most of my work in this respect is that it happened- there is nothing phoney, 
nothing faked-up about it- except stilllifes and portraits and so on, but all the beach material and people- I just 
want to underscore the fact that it happened. 
That jetty scene on Botany Bay - it has about it great presence and that feeling of nostalgia - feeling of more 
time. Perhaps one identifies with the child. 
Yes, sure. There are no opposing lines in this picture which are inclined to create a sense of action or disturbance. 
This is a steep, steep perspective with a wide angle lens. It starts off wide and finishes up almost at a point. Well 
there is terrific stability there. I think that has an emotional appeal. The little girl of course is so vital - another 
instance of luck. That happened, she just moved into the picture while I was framing the camera up. 
Let's turn our attention to Manly. I think it's the deck chairs that bring back such a strong impulse there. 
Yes, this was made when I was doing a book on Sydney way back in the late 30's early 40's. Weekends were spent 
chasing around looking for characteristic pictures of Sydney. I like that shot- it's got a lot of movement in it, a lot of 
action. As you say that little nostalgic bit of the people in the chairs is very characteristic of how things were on 
Sundays - in those days. 
As indeed this photograph is - the back of a couple, it's vety domestic, a lovely human scale too. 
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It's also a matter of luck. I'm set up to photograph this wrestler type, with his girlfriend and she suddenly went like 
this - if you take that [her movement] away it's lost. 
Yes, because there's action there, isn't there. Even a small action. 
Yes, action in the right place. It couldn't happen anywhere else. 
These days, I suspect, lite-savers wouldn't go rushing into the water in quite the same way as you found them this 
day: they would be confronted by solids in the water or something disgusting. 
I think they'd still do it, irrespective. I suppose it's something we'll get used to in time. As they have in Europe. 
And this beautiful picture - this beautiful photograph of a mother and child on the beach, that wasn't staged? 
Initially it was, insofar as these people were taken to Cronulla and let rip to a certain extent. This is one of the things 
that happened. It wasn't as spontaneous as the couple on the beach. I was very keen to study the nude figure in 
that context. The idea of naked flesh and the Australian sunshine appealed to me very much. We got quite a series 
of pictures at Cronulla at that time; you could spend a whole day there and see no one. 
With this nude figure are you suggesting erotic or sexual things or is it the form. .. 
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I'm not suggesting, I think that's up to the viewer. 
As for this sunbathing figure - which I suppose has become a Max Dupain icon ........ 
I can see in the future people are going to say: he only took one photograph (laughs). 
You are hostage to your fame on this one though. It's vel}' hard to get away from it, even if you wanted to. It's a vel}' 
beautiful photograph. 
Well, it's simple, and that's one of the prime motives I have when I'm taking pictures. You've got to simplify, that's my 
maxim, right from the start, and I find myself carrying this into life itself. Doing without this and without that and 
making the most of what you have. Pictorially, the simpler the form, the more impact it has on the viewer and the 
drama is intensified; to me that is terribly important. A lot of the modern photographers - a lot of them are 
complicating the issue left, right and centre. Well that's all right... we've got to go through these things. In another 
50 years we'll know where we stand with that particular school of thought. 
Yes. A little later this afternoon Max, I'd like to talk about one of your great loves- and we've touched on it already; 
architecture, buildings, solid forms ... and we'll show some splendid photographs of that part of your enthusiasm .... 
Given your enthusiasm for architecture, I wonder if that is something of an unfulfilled ambition, for you to be an 
architect, designer. 
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Well it was the be all and end all for a period, but it became a disillusionment after a while. Strangely enough 
photography just took over at the time. 
Galvanised iron has been celebrated in fairly recent times by new architecture in this country. 
This is one of Glenn Murcutt's domestic achievements and it has that Australian characteristic about it, 
inadvertently, because there is so much of it [corrugated metal] around. 
It is satisfying to look at, particularly when it is designed using the material in a very deliberate sort of way. 
The Paris Embassy, I remember it caused a lot of controversy at the time, partly because it was very expensive I 
imagine. 
That's the only reason for a controversy (laughs). 
How did you respond to the building? 
It was a bit overwhelming at first, because we were involved not only in the exteriors but the whole thing. I felt the 
weight of it was quite something to cart around. But it was exciting in so far as the forms themselves are exciting. 
Now these two supporting pillars in front were designed by Nervi, the Italian engineer for Harry. They are 
marvellous, this is certainly where form is a very exciting, enticing actuality in architecture. It is translated by the 
camera in no uncertain terms. 
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Coming back home, this spiral, at least I have called it that, you may have a different title for it- what is your title? 
It's a stairway - I think it's Ryde or Lindfield College of Education. Another simplified form in architecture that 
appeals to me so much. And there is a lot of it to be got at if you have the optical responses. 
And obviously light is the biggest element. 
Yes, the direction of light. It's a light picture. 
So is the object subordinated to the light - which is pre-eminent? 
Well the subject itself, but it can be changed out of shape, out of sight, out of mind by the direction of light. You 
can see in this particular instance [referring to the Paris Embassy rear vertical image], here we have got a raking light 
on this curvature on top which pulls out all the texture. Now this is a photographic factor. There is nothing like it that 
renders texture like photography. 
Has that particular picture been developed in a particular way? 
What do you mean developed? 
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Well have you used a process in the developing of it? 
No, it occurred through standard procedures right from the exposure, through the processing up to the print. 
That's not important at this stage. What is important is the optical response to the subject matter. 
And that's true of course of this grid. 
Well this is a characteristic architectural picture showing the relationship of these two buildings behind and it's just 
made more interesting by covering the whole picture plane with a transparent screen. 
Did you in fact Max have to wait tor that picture or did you set up and .... 
If I remember rightly I think I saw the shot and had to go on and do something else at the time we were quite some 
time on this building, and come back to this when it was lit the way I wanted it. 
Architecture is like a gigantic still life - only instead of moving the bits and pieces around you move round the bits 
and pieces. And the direction of light is of course one of the prime factors in that respect. 
Yes, of course, that is equally true for older buildings - tor Colonial Georgian buildings that are verandahed and 
had so much ... 
The same thing applies. 
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And this staircase. 
A first class piece of architectural design in the modern idiom using stainless steel and materials that are used in 
conjunction with it. 
How about the form? It must please architects when they can see a beautiful photograph such as that. It may even 
give them a new understanding of what they have done? 
Yes, that does happen. I think that's one of the things we have done .... in other words, architects are able to find 
out a lot of things about their buildings that they didn't know (laughs) .. . 
End 
253 
Philip Adams and Gael Newton reflect on the life of Max Dupain 
ABC Radio Tapes; Late Night Live, July 30th, 1992. 
Transcript - Adrian Boddy 
Let's have a moment of reflection about Max Dupain, the latest living national treasure to pass on. I'm opening his 
book called simply Max Oupain's Australia dedicated to his grandchildren Erin and Lauren. .. "may they love life and 
live long"- well that's what Max did, he loved it and he had a pretty good innings, but it still seems a bit early to lose 
him really and I'm joined by Gael Newton who tells me she's is no relation to Helmut, or indeed to Isaac, but she is 
the curator of Australian Photography at the A.N.G. in Canberra. Sad times aren't they Gael ... 
Yes, it feels a bit like the end of an era particularly for those if us who have been part of the photo' boom- since 
the early '70's. Yes he was an extraordinary photographer and extraordinary artist. 
I know it is no longer politically correct to talk about greatness, but I think the word is well applied to Max Dupain. 
Yes, I think the greatest thing about him was that he kept working- a lot of people stopped working creatively. He 
started in 1928 and the latest pictures in the collection- we've got over 200 in the national collection- the latest 
pictures are 1991 and they are absolutely the works of a great master. 
It's inevitable, given our obsession with our coastal fringe to which we cling like mussels to a pier, that his sea-side, 
his beach photographs are the most famous, the most powerful of his iconographic statements, but leafing 
through the book, there is a lot more to Max Dupain than Bondi, wasn't there ... 
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Yes, he had an exceptionally distinctive style from early in his career so you could always pick a Dupain 
photograph ... 
Do you think you could, absolutely? You can pick a Dupain at a hundred yards with your eyes half closed. 
Yes, I'd agree with Glenn Murcutt that, what it is about him is the way he uses light and lighting. And he looks at 
ordinary things as Glenn says in an extraordinary way. It is very clean, its very simple but powerful and quite sexy 
actually. 
Yes, it does have a certain eroticism, although the one I'm looking at now is Norman Lindsay, the portraits are good 
aren't they? 
The portraits are fantastic ... 
The one of Tas Drysdale, there's a beauty of Lloyd Rees in '79 where Lloyd looks like an old mallee root (laughs). 
Yes, I think he actually saw a bit of his own future when he was photographing those artists who had been young 
men in the '30's. 
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Did he philosophise much about his own work? I know that he didn't like to buy into the debate about art versus 
photography. 
Oh no it used to amuse him no end to watch us young curators trying to prove it was all art, but I think he was half 
testing us out. When he got his Order of Australia in the beginning of the year he did say ... "perhaps the work 
[meaning his work] is beginning to take hold" and I think he did mean as more than documents. 
He uses the Cartier Bresson term, that wonderful term "the decisive moment". Did he take a lot of shots to get the 
decisive moment? 
No, he is legendary with people he's ever worked with - the modern photographer comes with 50 pounds of 
equipment and 14 strobe lights and Max arrives with a beat-up Hasselblad, a lot of rolls of film but very little fancy 
equipment. He plans his shots and takes a few. 
So there is no motor drive? ... 
No, you never hear the whirr ... 
What about the stuff we haven't seen? Is there a whole unpublished pile of negs' out in the cellar or out in the 
garage? 
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Well, he did take a lot. He hasn't published a lot of his own work that he exhibited in the past 15 years. We wait to 
see, but of course with the printer gone, the man who printed them mm ... it's never quite the same. 
The man who printed them? He had a colleague? 
No, he printed his own. Somehow when you have photographers and their work is passed on to somebody else to 
print, within about 5 or 10 years the printing papers have all changed and somehow it's like a Freedom Furniture 
version of a Chippendale chair- it's just not the same anymore. 
He respects his subjects. There is none of that patronising quality you often get when middle class people 
photograph working class people - the Diane Arbus, where they are somewhat exploitative. 
Yes he often talked about wanting to have a kind of piercing awareness when he was photographing something. It 
didn't matter whether it was a woman or a rock, or a woman on a rock, or even a rock on a woman he wanted to have 
some sort of intense ... 
I can't find that one (laughs) it's not in here ... 
He could make a beaut' montage of it I'm sure. He did actually once. He's got a terrific one from the 1930's that is a 
woman's torso, a shell, and a rock all sort of joined together. 
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What, a touch of Magritte? 
Mm. He was actually one of the first Australian artists and he'd curse me from the grave for saying artist I suppose-
but he was one of the first Australians to actually respond to surrealism from overseas. His work from i 934 is about 
the earliest in the country! So, he loved Man Ray and the surrealists. He thought they had something powerful and 
intense in their work that got away from the blandness of Australia. He loved Australia- but he didn't like bland 
Australian culture that much - he wanted to see a bit of passion and commitment. 
He wasn't a wild traveller, was he Gael? He stayed rooted in one place with his tripod legs firmly stuck in the ground. 
Yes, considering his French name and ancestry- I think that's grandfather's generation. He was almost dragged 
to Paris by Harry Seidler to do the Australian Embassy there. And I think, I hope I'm correct that, he almost spent the 
first few weeks hidden inside his room and when he explored Paris he explored very carefully, a small perimeter 
from his hotel. It was one of the best parts of Paris but nevertheless it was enough to do the two or three miles. 
Anyone else would be on the train to Versailles ... 
He took the view that you could understand everything in the cosmos basically by focusing on one little detail. 
Yes. I bet he would have liked that Blake line about seeing the world in a grain of sand. Perhaps that's why he did 
so many beach photographs ... 
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The other thing /love is when you look at some of the matrons on the 60's - they make the Sylvania Waters Lady 
look like a whimp. You know the one called 'At the Show' in 1960 with a woman in a black dress looking absolutely 
Wagnerian -striding out of the Showgrounds followed by a couple of blokes in Ben Chifley suits and hats. 
Yes, he took that picture many times over the years. There's some ferocious matrons at the Queen's procession 
-in 1951 or '54 and earlier in 'The Meat Queue' picture, they are ferocious too. 
Is it politically ok to say ferocious matrons? 
Well, they do look pretty ferocious. When they talk about him being quintessentially Australian one thinks of 'The 
Sunbaker' or those lifesavers leaping over the waves, it's quite a male vision, it's .... 
It's a bit reductive too because there is much more to him than that isn't there? ... 
Yes, I think he was really, as I said, quite sexy in the sense of that his pictures are and very much a strong and 
sometimes tense relationship between something that is very strong -and if you want to say they are masculine 
forms and something very soft like water or a very beautiful round shape. They never seem to get together very 
well and yet they are in the same space. 
What was he like?, was he rock or water? 
Rock on the outside, water on the inside I think. 
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Certainly never one to pander to anyone's ego or to put up with too much pretension. I think people like we 
curators, the professionals from the art museums who came in the early '70's gave him enormous pleasure over the 
years. He first liked to watch us trying to turn ourselves inside out, trying to pin him down; and him very successfully 
trying to allude us most of the time and still challenge. Even right up to his death he'd still look you in the eye and 
say "what on earth is all this going to matter in 500 years?" 
Let me ask you this curatorial question. How long will the life of these photographs be? How long can we preserve 
them and keep them looking vibrant? 
Well, Max was a good printer and I would expect the they will be around for a very long time I can't talk about 
millennia, but he was a bit of a cosmic person so I think he was definitely sending them out to the future, and 
expecting that they 'II be around for a while. I think that people will find them interesting for a very long time. We 
take pretty good care of our collection so I think we are more likely to blow ourselves up before we'll have to worry 
about anything happening to those pictures. 
Well Gael, I know he got his Order of Australia but let's give him 10 out of 10 and a Koala bear stamp as well eh! 
Oh definitely! 
Thanks Gael Newton -curator of photography at the A.N. G. 
End 
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Mary-Lou Jelbart and David Moore reflect on the life of 
Max Dupain. 
ABC Radio, •sitings• Tape No. 27, 1992. 
Transcript, Adrian Boddy. 
Last week the great Australian photographer Max Dupain died in Sydney at the age of 81. He was a quiet and 
modest man and worked in evel}' area of photography. He captured aspects of his much loved city which are now 
intelligible images of this countf}'. A boy jumping down from a sea wall, a group of women queuing in a butchers 
shop in the 1940's. Well David Moore, an equally celebrated Australian went to work with Max Dupain in the late 
1940's and he has been a close friend ever since. So we went to him to talk about Max Dupain. 
I met Max when I was actually 20, in 1947. He was the only photographer in Australia with whom I wanted to work 
when I decided that photography was going to be my profession- my calling. So since 1947, that's 45 years ago. 
Well, having set your heart on it, how did Max Dupain react when you turned up? 
Well he only had a small studio with two other people there, and when I first went he said he was sorry, that he 
would like to employ me but he couldn't because there was no space. I was pretty disappointed so I got a job with 
another studio and then a year later, after seeing Max quite a bit over that year I went back and talked to him again 
because I'd then been retrenched from my job and he again said I'm sorry but there it is. I was quite dejected by that 
because I really did need to work with him. Two days later he rang and said that his assistant had just given him 
notice and if I wanted to I could start next Monday. And that's how our relationship really started. 
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Why did you need to work with him so badly? 
I think Max was the only photographer I could see in Australia who was looking at the reality of life. I knew he was a 
also a commercial photographer but it was the pictures that I saw reproduced in things like The Home magazine 
published by Sydney Ure Smith that showed Sydney and the people of Sydney in pretty much a documentary 
vein. And for some reason that was the area of interest that I thought I had. I think that came from the fact that I was 
influenced by the F.S.A.P. [Farm Security Administration Photographs in the 'States in the 30's and 40's]. 
Had he also been influenced by them do you think? 
No I don't think he had that much. I thought that with Max there was an influence from people like Brassai in Paris 
and Bill Brandt in London, perhaps Edward Weston in the United States. But not in the direct, powerful 
documentary movement. 
There is also the influence of Sydney in his work isn't there? I mean the sea and the sand and the sun. 
Well Sydney was his great love I think. He felt very fortunate to be part of this city which was so incredibly dramatic 
and beautiful. He loved the beach life himself, a harbour which was so full of activity which he documented with 
such poetry really. And I felt that he always understood that he had an enormous storehouse of material here in 
Sydney to photograph. This may be one reason why he never really wanted to travel very much. Indeed he didn't 
travel very much at all. 
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There was quite enough happening here. Well in fact he showed us so many aspects of Australia within that one 
city. When one thinks about the broad scope of his work from the sand pictures which people know so well 'The 
Sunbaker' and others, the still fifes, and the architectural photographs. 
Yes, you see Max was really multi-talented. I remember him saying to me one time when I was working with him 
about 1948 or '49, that as a professional you must never refuse any commission, any assignment. You must 
photograph everything that any client wants. I thought that was pretty all-embracing! As it happened of course, Max 
did so many different things and did them very well. I mean we photographed dreary things like refrigerators and 
washing machines in the studio; but that was all grist to the mill and he did his own photography at weekends and 
holidays and things like that to keep a balance to the sort of things that he really wanted to photograph. 
Well of course 45 years ago there wasn't the opportunity to make a living from photography as an art form -it was a 
commercial endeavour, there was no alternative. 
That's quite right. Yes it was only in the 70's perhaps that it started to develop that photographers could sell their 
works as exhibition pieces. 
Tell me, what do you think it is that distinguishes him? When you look at the photographs they look somehow vel}' 
relaxed, particularly the photographs say of women shopping. I can recall a photograph of a woman buying fish I 
think from the back of a van and a cat beside her- reaching up. You probably know the print that I'm referring to. 
It's a wonderfully simple shot, it's spontaneous, it's there, but why is it that Max Dupain's shot of that particular street 
scene looks so memorable? 
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Yes, that's an interesting question and therefore a difficult one to answer. 
Max had a style of photography which was identifiable I think. That is that you always somehow knew when you 
were looking at a photograph that it was one of Max's. However, he never let his creative ego get in the way of the 
information that was coming through from the image that he was photographing. People universally liked Max, and I 
think also his subjects probably liked him. That gave him an ability to work with people - street scene and so on 
and he didn't seem to interfere. He was prepared to be on the side-lines and observe what was going on. 
I remember meeting him a few years ago and he struck me as a vel}' shy and retiring man - vel}' reluctant to talk 
about himself and his work. 
Yes, I think that was a characteristic of Max in his personality. I think that was one reason why he needed his 
photography so much - he needed to photograph like we need to breath. It was part of him! It gave him his drive 
and force in life. To photograph continually- up until a year or two before he died. He was a very active man up 
until his late 70's; I used to say he was the hardest working photographer I knew, and that's not bad for a man of that 
age! 
Was he still out taking photographs in the street- of people? 
No, that was a period I suppose, in the 40's particularly when he did a lot of that. Later in life he tended to return to 
probably his major love which was the land of Australia and he found that there was a tremendous amount of work 
to be done very much in his own back yard. He used to photograph trees at night - he would floodlight them, 
perhaps with the rising crescent moon in the picture. He did a lot of work on rocks and trees for himself of course 
when he was in his 70's. 
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He really gave us an opportunity to look at the country in another way didn't he. That is a very important aspect of 
any artists work I think. 
Well I think its impossible for us now to think of Australia and Australians without immediately having images that 
Max Dupain has given us come into our memory. And that I think is very important, as you say, for any artist to be 
able to achieve. Its part of developing a national identity I think, and in that respect Max has given us a great deal. 
David Moore your career has diverged. You went overseas after you'd been working with Max Dupain. What do you 
think he gave you as a photographer? 
Oh, well he certainly reinforced my attitude that photography had to be as truthful as possible. What he really gave 
me I think was an understanding of light- which, for all photographers is so important. Max was a master of light-
whether it was in the studio or in the natural environment or whether it was dealing with a piece of architecture. Max 
felt that light was the drawing tool of his craft. I think that's the major thing that I got from Max apart, of course, from a 
very very long and important friendship. 
David Moore, himself a great photographer, paying tribute to Max Dupain who died in Sydney last week at the age 
of 81. 
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Tributes 
Max Dupain 
Tribute to Max Dupain 
(Tuesday 11th August 1992) 
A tribute delivered at the Art Gallery of New South Wales by David Moore 11th August 1992. 
It seems to me we have gathered here not to mourn the loss of a dear friend but to celebrate and honour a fertile, 
creative life. 
I am sure Diana, Danina and Rex would prefer our grief to be private. 
I have said before that, like breathing, photography was something that Max had to do. Now that breathing has 
ended we will have no more superb Dupain images. 
A few days before he left us I went to see him in his hospital bed. On the wall where he could see them Diana had 
thoughtfully hung three of his pictures. They were of his beloved trees- at night, for the day had departed. 
Whilst watching the ebbing of his incredible drive I was reminded of a small series of photographs he made titled 
'Death of a Tree'. There was a very real poignancy about the relationship for Max was indeed a tree of life to 
Australian photography. So many of us were influenced by his work- his clear vision and his creative talents. For 
most of his life he was a leader- a pathfinder- and where would Australian photography be today if he had not 
shown the way to truth back in the 1930s? 
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About 1950 I accompanied Max with others on a bushwalk to the Blue Gum Forest in the Blue Mountains. He was 
sure-footed, incredibly fit and he possessed the eye of an eagle. He missed nothing. 
To extend the analogy let me say that Max has left us a forest of riches in his many prints and negatives. Australia is 
the richer for his being. 
In 1951 when I departed for an extended period in London I took just two books with me. One was Max Dupain 
Photographs published by the great Sydney Ure Smith. To me it was something of a bible and I still derive 
inspiration from the pages. They are good pictures containing a wealth of information and there is an energy as if 
humming away within the silent images. But more than that they have become icons of a nation's heritage. We 
cannot think about this country and its people without at the same time thinking of Dupain photographs. We could 
not ask for more. 
On behalf of everyone I would like to say farewell Max- we salute and respect the memory of you. 
David Moore. 
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AN APPRECIATION 
12 noon, Tuesday 11th August 1992 
Art Gallery of New South Wales 
Diane Dupain, members of the Dupain family, friends, ladies and gentlemen. It is good to see so many of you come 
here today to pay homage to Max Dupain who died recently. Australia has lost a great Australian and a great Artist. 
His stature, both professionally and artistically is second to none, not only by Australian but by worldwide 
standards. The fact that his work has been shown in galleries and acclaimed in the capital cities of the western world 
like London and New York, attests to the fact that his photography commands attention everywhere. 
For some six decades, he has portrayed Australia, its people, its nature and its man-made world as no other- his 
images belong to the treasures of this country and will remain with us for all time. 
I feel it fitting that on this occasion I should relate some of my personal experiences, having worked with Max as his 
client for about half his lifetime, something over forty years. 
First of all, he was a man of insatiable creative energy; he brought single minded dedication and zest to his work. It 
was only in recent times that he felt frustration due to his illness, not to be able to travel and to depend on others to 
help carry his equipment. 
To his work throughout his many productive years, he applied an instantaneously, intuitive, selective eye, which 
summed up the very essence, the aesthetic worth of a situation or an object in terms of its potential composition. It 
is by this rare evaluate gift that his work transcends the act of portrayal and places it into the realm of art. 
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I watched him often apply his instant response which made him exercise restraint and resist the obvious and banal 
and seek that which offered the greatest visual potential compositionally and in content. In working with him, I 
always thought I knew just where to stand to photograph a building - but he usually paid little attention to me - it 
was invariably his viewpoints that turned out to be the best. 
He was always sensitive to the quality of light. I believe that in his understanding of light lies much of the magic in 
his work. Its subtle directness and dramatic effectiveness is born of this, his unfailing visual perception. 
He would have none of the fashionable trends in photography. None of the ever changing novelties and gadgets 
which abound in the usual routine work but whose results in comparison to his pursuits can only be termed trivial. 
We as laymen tend to be influenced and subject to acquiring gadgetry that is all around us, but he transcended all 
this and used the simple tools of his trade which have always produced for him and through him, his inimitable 
results. 
Aside from the portrayal of life and the scenery of our great continent, the architectural fraternity owes Dupain a 
great debt. His archives include the work of a whole generation of architects, of our time as well as the painstakingly 
produced record of our historic architectural heritage. 
There is one experience I would like to relate to illustrate the single minded depth of Dupain's work in comparison 
to the superficiality of most of what we see. 
He and I went to Paris to document the Australian Embassy there. The thoroughness with which he prepared for 
this venture is legendary. A virtual full darkroom went with us so that he could develop his films and ensure their 
quality on the spot. He insisted that the Embassy set up for him a temporary darkroom which he used after every 
day's work to process the results. 
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Even though some of his ancestors came from France, it was Max's first visit to that wonderful city of Paris. The 
visual abundance confronting Max was obviously a delight to him and after a few days of documenting the 
Embassy, he ventured alone for about two weeks in that city. Rather than darting from one landmark to the next, as 
any other first time tourist would have been tempted to do, he chose to only explore a comparatively small part of 
that city in great depth going over the same ground again and again. We can see the incomparable images that 
resulted from this in a magnificent portfolio that records his time there. In it we see his encounter with the work of 
the great 17th century garden architect, Le Notre, or Mansard's lnvalides, or the Grand Palais' roof mounted 
sculptures seemingly ready to ride into the ether. 
If ever there was a need to record these superb images it would be in a book on "Dupain's Paris". 
His intense and idealised images of the subject create visual abstractions which are an amalgam of two things-
part portrait - part the independent visual qualities as he perceives them. It is that combining process which 
elevates his images to works of art. 
And as with all art, his technique, just like the painter's texture of a brush stroke so Dupain's control of bringing his 
images to life in his laboratory- are evidence of the unfailing mastery of the intricacies of his medium at every step. 
We are the richer for having his images brought to us through his eyes and his art. If there is a genuine claim to 
immortality- it is Dupain's treasured work which will be ours always. But we have lost a man of rare qualities -and I 
have lost a great friend. 
Harry Seidler 
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